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Ihis report analyzet\)gncher ataft ‘development

‘ prograss and their costs in three 1aqu'mrbln school districts,. and

di acusses research and policy 1npricat40ns of the research results,
The districts vere selec*ed through a ‘sufvey of school districts
serviny the 75 largest 0.S. cities, and vere chosen because of thelir

respectively

high, medium, and low apparent level of staff

developsagt activity. The study revealed patterns of development
activity aRd resource allocation *hat contradicted conventional
vision 2a the subject. In all the districts, the actual costs of
staff developnent were fifty +imes more than most district ataff
estisated. Further, the nature of staff development activity itself
vas not . ;ound to be primarily the result of conscious policy, but
ratheg, had developed in response to Qther factors, such as funling.

and ¢t acher contract obligations. Another difference discovered among

the districts ‘was thelr use of substitute release tine, stipends,

sabbaticals,

and salary increases for completion of educational

courses as incentives for teachers to participate in staff

development.

One major conclusion drawn from this research is that

the waak political position of staff development and the constraints

operating on

actual staff

school districts make unlikely the imminent reform of
devalopnent practice, (Author/G”)
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. This research etudy analyses teacher staff. develgpuant programs and their
"~ «. . costs in three large urban school districts. All planned activities of the

school ‘districts involved were classified as staff development if they fit a basic
definition of staff development, and all costs of these activities were cbneidered .
staff development costs, even it they were part of thé school dietrict' "regular'f
budget. . .. T o
-The school districts studied were selected through a survey of school dis- .
tricts serving the 75 largest U.S. cities, and they were chosen becausg they . '
were respectively high, medium, and lov'\n their apparent level of staff develop-
ment activity. Because of a lack of research ‘snd analysis concerning the real- -
ities of staff development practice in the literature, -the study was &daigned to’
rovide a basic ovarview . of these realities, intending to suggest more foculed

ey 1r!ction| “for subsequent- relelrch‘lnd for policy lnllylii e

The study revealed patterns of staff development activity and resqurce allo- "
cation that contradicted conventional wisdom about how staff aevelopment is con- :
ducted. In all three districts, the actual costs of staff development were fifty
times more than most #chool district staff estimated. THese significant costs
resulted partly from the "hidden cost" of teacher and administrator time for
staff development activity--time that was seen by school district staff as part

" of the school district's regular budget Another factor obscuring the extent of '
staff development activity was that responsibility for staff development in each
district was dispersed among_a large number of people and departments. Middie
'levA]l managers controlled’ largely eutonomous activities, and few attempts were
made to coordinate staff development among these diverse actors. Frequently
staff development leaders were unawhre of the activities of their co%leegues,
even when these activities placed demands. of time and €nqrgy .on the same teachers.

. In general, offices designated to coordinate staff development pleyed a minor

) role in this swirl of activity. . 3

_Staff development activities in each district had accumulated over time,
often in responsg to other factors (federal funding opportunities, fund cutbacks,
organjeational politics, teacher contract negotiations, etc.). Thus, the nature
of staff development activity in each district was not primarily the Yesult of -
conscious policy, -aXthough marked differences in practice were apparent across
the three districts. One major difference was the extent to which school- based
.staff development was encouraged (as opposed to staff development entirely con-
trolléd by central .office adminiwtrators). [The report analyzes factors that.en-

courage or discourage such school-based activity. . v
. *

Another marked difference wvas in the use of four monetary incentives‘for ?
teachers to participate in staff development: substitute rélease time, stipends,
sabbaticals, and salary increases for completing educational dburses and workshops,
.One district relied heavily on salary increases for educational coursework. An-
‘other relied heavily on stipends to encourage teacher participation. In~perticular
schools, a high level of participation in staff development occurred during sala-
ried work time. k6 The report analyzes the reasons for and- implicatidpa of varivus
monetary schemes to support staff development. *

After reviewing patterns 1Jentified ih the three school districts, the re-

* port discusses research and policy implications of the research. One major con-
clusion {s that the weak political position of staff development and the con-

—_ straints operating on school districts make substantial reform of actual C

staff development practice unlikely in the near future. v

1
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- Most literature on staff dev
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Qungo wnductod a rnurch ‘study from 1976 to 1978 of staff daval-

school diltrictp.. Thc prinnry/purpos. of this rosoarch was the de-
velopment of a handbobk to. guide educators and citisens interested

in performing similar analyses in their own school districts. The
research revealed patterns of staff development and resource: alloﬂ
cation in the thyee school districts ‘that contradictod some conven-
tional wisdom about how staff development is conductcd. This re-
port first describes the pattcrna of ltlff dnvclopmcnt ‘and resource
'allocation ve foundhin the threea dintrictl in somn detail and analyzos
these patterns across the thr;h di:trictl. We then will discuss the
implications of our 1nvcstigabion for public policy and for subse-

LY

-
'

quent research. Bdforc discusling the research nlthodl and findings,. o
we briefly describe the perspective on staf{lﬂQV\lopm.nt and school
&i-trict opcﬁationsathat guided our rcciarch .
Study Rationale ‘ ) “

In designing the research, we were guidod by certain theoretical
and ‘empirieal works on staff develapment- and pchool.d;utrict opera~
tions. We concluded that there is an increasing intarest in staff
development, but no clear tonsensus of what staff development is N
nor evillence showing what cogstitutes effective staff devclopment.

3iopmcnt is prescriptive, suggesting re;
forms- 1n currnn!.prtcticc with{Varying conccptuglizationl of the -
t.rm s breadth. Research on staff dcv010pmcab~practico is scant o
and evaluation f 1it, virtually_poncxiptcnt. The lack of consensus '
about what Itnfzfdcvclopmqnt-is and lack of evidence about what it should

be present icrioﬁs obstacles for the reforms urged by {ts critlci.

¢ : . , \
A .
. . N
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<-ata£! dava1o,-ant practices. ¢8chool diatricta hava stabiliaing

,tha poaaibilitioa for cganza in staff development practice. .

Ve eonoludad ‘that other serious batriara axiat to change 1n e

forces that atron;ly raaiaéiohangas pattarno of or;aniaational ac- ' -- -
tivity that: have. boeou !'outinilad; interest groups committed “to ) '
oontinuing current practioaa; Aand a. ;anaral lack of col-unication.

ooordination. and 1napaction of organisational activitys Noaaovar.

school districts face severe fanancial constraints from declining

anrollnant. 1n£1ation, and increasing personnel costs that affact

i

Below, ve wil]l look at each of these problems in turn. Our
intent is not to present a comprehensive review of literature on
staff dovalopmant'and ach601 changa; but rather to clarify the -
point of view that guidéd our research design.

There Is an Increasing Interest in Staff ~
Development But No Clear Consensus .
about What Staff Development Is \
n

. The increasing interef¥ in staff dovalopmqnt in tha last te

yaara is partly attributable to the daclining student population and

the concomitant increaao in the soniority of the teaching force. Bof//’/A
cause fewer new teachers are entering the work-forco, preserVice teacher
education has ceased to be a major meana for ‘stimulating ‘school change.
Thus, while there is a long history of inservice teacher aducation,

only in the 1970a has inservice rocaivod a great deal of attontion.

- Diatinctiona between "staff devalopment" and "insetvice" are,

not clear and numerous definitions of the two abound in ‘the literature

and in achool practice. For some aducatora the ‘two are virtually
synonymous. However, in some school districts, traditions of prac—a

tice have led peoplé to make clear distinctions between tha two (e.g.

' inservice is what ocqurs on special "inservice days" and ataff dovel—

opment *occurs when a specialist gives a workshop). We use thaaa

terms interchangeably in this report.

Traditiona of Staff Development Practica

o

Various traditions of thinking and practice about inservice
generate cenfain types of inservice activitiaa,-which often exist : e
side-by-side in a school district. We have 1dant1£iad’,ix tradi-

s . .

’ »
) .

'  '_._..—12-(}



"~ tions ef pnctiu thit have tnup&ud a ntntucnnt amount’ of -dal! I
dcvolopnﬁt nctivity in ioul uhool dintrtctn |

‘. ‘rue‘hcr cducntion _ ” o !hndnnd cha“.. e |
'__.ﬂchool district inservice o Teicher canters and advisories \ .'.'.
4 Supervision . Oruninuon dcvnlopnnt‘/oociolau S

of oxnn&us:ionc i |
_ Identifying the important features of 1n-¢rv1cc programs guided
.py‘cach tradition has helped us develop a conprchcnuivq upproach to = // .7,
identifying inservice activities in local school districts. '

’

~-——-—-Tedcher-education<—For-many-years;—collegesand-universities—— ——

?

have carried out teacher education prograuns, - Faculty members tra-~ -

ditionally concentrated on prcscrvicc teacher cducatioﬁ prograns ' , \
while offering 3raduatc courses to cxpcrinncod sthool tcachors. Re~
" cently, universities have placed greater cmphali. on working with ex- .
pcricnccd tcach-rl, often moving the site of inservice experiences
from the univernity to thc school dzstrict. However, the charlc~ X
teristics of university course work have bean largely prescryed de-
spite these changes in location.

There have been two basic philoaphical approaches undcrlying
inservice provided within the teacher education tradition: -tNe be- .
h‘vioriatic (including coﬁpeteqc& and pe ormance basad teacher edu- -
cation)z'and the humanistic.3 .The forme approach.cmphiiizcs the ac-
quifitlon of specific p;dago;ical skills while the latter emphasizes
the holiatic growth of thc ,teacher as a person and a pedagogue. Strict

ad erents to these two approaches view them as antithetical in thcory 8}

L d
\

and practice _ '
‘ N
- - ” . (
School district inservice. While school district inservice
varies considerlbly tmong school districts, it has traditionally
consisted of workshops offered on certain specified days each year,

~ as prescribed by ‘either the state or the sch‘ol district. More re-

cently, some school districts have also established inservice courses

and workshops for teachérs that are modeled on inservice education
courses offered by colleges and universitie-.
Usullly schoo)l district curriculum specialists (sometimes using

outside consultants) plan and conduct these inservice sessions for

he* N
£
~

¥o



© Ject areas and aimed At large groups of teachers (e.g., all high .

teachsrs. These sessions are frequently focused on ayceific sub-

school social studies teachers in the district). They are oftam -~

~ related to the introduction of new curricula, L ; T

little attention in the ‘literature on staff development has
been paid to gchool district inservice prbgraul.‘ _ o, -,

LA

L]
Py

Supervision. It has long bcen rcco;nizcd that the cupcrvision L

of teachers by principals, curriculum lpocillitfi, ate., prov{ggl an

“opportunity for staff development. Dominant thcory about ouptrvinion :

has undcrgonc a change in the last two decades, fron an: -aphalin on

inspection and evaluation to an emphasis on helping tcachcr. analyze -

instruction and supporting teachers in improving their teaching per-~

formnnc., Co formats for this assistance have included obngrva-
tion of indi
in fndividua

Asuociation for Supervioion and Curriculum Developwent is a major pro-

teachers in the classroon, dcpartéontnl moitings;

schools or acros- schools, and formal workshops. Thc'

ponent of a humanis;ic approach to the supervision of tcachcrt.ﬁ

This approach to supervision rdiac:'difficult ‘Problems qf re-

‘conciling dual responsibilities of inspection and assistance., Fur-

ther, as reflected in sociological studies cited later, most super-
visory relationships within schogl districts are not in fact charac- .

terized by either close inspection or intensive assistance.

Mandated changes. This relatively recent tradition’égncentratep
on the implementation of'cﬂqcational changes mandated by courts,
state governments, or the federal government, Such staff develop-

ment experiences are frequently related to enhancling equal educa-

‘tional oppoftunity for racial minorities, ethnic minoritiuj low=-

1ncome’ch11dren, handicapped children, or females. Human relations

'training as part of school desegregation and training in the de-

velopment of 1ndividual educational plans for handicapped childr¢n6

are exampleu of thin tradition of ataff dcvclopmont practice. . _
This type of staff dcvelopment most frequently consists of work- -
shops and on-site consultation. Such assistance is frcqucntly provided

by central office dcpiftments set up speotfically'to>deal with a parti-

¢

ce - quf‘l‘ - L
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cuur npcct q! uuutloul o‘uity (o.... n olﬂ.cc o! bnin.unl oduelttbn).
© 7+ Although this form ot staft d.volopnnt has increased npidl!.
-\ittﬁlb hl' boun vrittcn abuu: 1& as ‘.‘rncrcl phaqo-ogon. | ‘ |

LY
L ]

-

..., . N . ’ . N . . ‘ .

.", Teacher. c.ohuu and "gvd.»rhg. -Téachar ccntcu and agvisories .. .

;rcv lnitinlly out of the effort to 1nplcnnnt open sducation in sle-

.cntury schools. They have attempted to apply the same philolophy to

hnachcr staff d.vclopn.nt.11 they copousc !or student’ lcarningx an

’ cnphanic on choicn and voluntcorit- and on lcarning by doing. .

A_tnnchnr_cnntnr is a. rnnpnnniyn.gsnpportiun, non-thrnltnn—
{ng environment that promotas sharing and a sense of com- 4
munity, wodels nev possibilities, prosotes the active ex-
‘plexation of materials, and emphasizes the study- of chil-
dreh's learning as the basis for teachers' professional de-
velgpument...A teacher center is aléo a conccpt that demon~ -
styates the value of teachers taking more racponnibility
. "for their own staff development and fosters teachers' undor--
. utanding more about how children learn.”

Several diltinct approaches have evolved within thic tradition of
practice. Qne’ npproach emphanizqc ostablisﬁing 1 placa-—t tcacher

center--whare teachers. cag c&mu VOIuntntily to make lclrnin; tater 1;;
| participatc in workzhopc. and talk with' othcr t.lchift.\ Anothiv aph

proach emphas:‘,"thc neqdﬂfor 2 -killod naﬁicory to. work 1qg;ho~clacs-

room with teachers; the advisory approach somctimcn 31v¢c attention

to tha social organizatibb of “the cchool as 1t cithor supports or

l

hinders teacher growth A B ".“

T ]
..4

gqniz‘tibn'dev.lcPQEﬁtlcociglgiX]bf orginization. Mathy of the -

" traditions of staff dcvelbpmcnt practicc discussed above plac. pri-

mary: emphasit on the growth of -the individull teacher and ignore or
. downplay the importance of the locill context 1n shaping the poas;pi—

lities for individual teachers to change. Tho following definitionl 51“\“;{l5‘

staff developmont, for cxamplc, re?ﬁcct this ‘focus on the individual";~é‘ﬁ:

o A meaningful inservice prpgram’io one in which training
is difectcd tovard teacher performance goals, of immedi-
ate relewancc to tcacherc everyday professional experience. .

o The profollionll growth modcl I have in mind 1nvolVoQ
three major components: attitudes, pedagogical ckilll,
and substantive knowledge. It is these elements which -

~ taken together comsrisc the critical dimensions of in-
-service education, .

.  $¥*&gﬁﬁ.”;ﬂ1s— | :!‘7 e
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Nore recently, eonceptions of inservice peve ftequently been broeden
- to take into account the impact of the oociel organisation of schoels
" and school dieegicte. For ‘&l.ﬁ!!. the Teecher Corps has developed _

a model’of inservice teacher dﬂucetiou (18 '_. shipk‘they de!ine L

- ne@followe:' s °

14

It appeefe &t present that there aPe four uejor.di-eneione

that take the form of systems that link together to form

?3) The Delivery System . ) ‘. 3
4) The'Model System . >

The governance eystem is composed of the decieion—mekinz
aiqcturea “which legitimize activities and govern them.

T bstantive system is composed of the content and’

_:.process of 1STE and deals with whaf is learned and how
- it is learped..
.- tives, interfeces between trainees, friinefﬁ, ahd train-

- The delit&ry system is made up .of’ inten-

ing, and staff, . It deele with motivetlon, access, and
relevance to the ‘role of the #n8ividual professional.

from sabbeticals ebroed to intensive on-site institutes.
These modes are the envelopen in which ISTE ig deliverpd.

~ A recently 1nf1uentia1 conteptien of steff development that em-v

phaeizes the 1mportance of the orgenizetionel context is derived

: from the Rand Corporetion s Change Agent Study.

that the study

r

.presents a fundementelly different view of eteff de~”i

in the literature or in practice.

structures for 'those workshops" or as .a problem of tech-

» the operating stricture vhich is ISTEe The four systems -
are: : '
L L .
. (1) _The.Govern@nce System. . . e
(2) The Substantive System ..

. The modal system consists of the forms of ISTE, rangini>'“
10

The euthorl argue

velopment or inservice education from thet typically found
The study moves away from
a traditional view of staff development as a concern about
‘the governance, financing, tteffing, delivery, and reward

Instead, the Rand ttudy emphasizes learn-

nology transfer.
ing for prédfessionals as part o
in an organizational context.

ment is one of the most important implicatione of the study....

Viewing staff development in th

ing also helped shift staff development from a deficit model

where teachers are seen ss need
lack professionel ekille ;!Eo

-16-

f ongoing program building
This view of staff develop-

e context of program build-

ing inservice because they
ugh educational research de-

+
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veloped over tv.n!&-fivo years has not ronolvad the dilenma

~of what constitutes good teaching, deficit-model outside ex- e e
P.!tl or central office apocialintn often act as thou;h thcy B
know. i S .

“. use the term atn!f dcvolopncnt instead of 1nocrv1cc be-
cause it suggésts a different approach to involvement, one
—that considers the effects of the whole school (the & )

on the'‘individual (the teacher) and the ncccaoity for ong- .
term ;row;h poloibilitico (dcvclbp-cnt) S

There ;rc many different ochoolu of thought about andlyzin; the !
dynamic. of Orgpnicationl, ‘and the Rand approach dtnws-h.avily from .

deciaion~making

~a particular school of organizytional analysis. In describing a

dcaiq'blo form of staff dcvclopunnt the authors are ntrongly 1n-‘
fluenced by thc organization development tradition, which emphasizes

the 1mportanc. of participaflon as a key strategy for improving the

effectiveness of organizations.

~In fact, the organization developmcnt_;;adition has influenced ‘4\
most staff dcvelopment progrinﬁ that have approgched staff dcvelop-‘
ment from an organizational perspective ag opposed to an individual
persp!ctive In its pure form, the organization dcvclopmont ap-
proach downplaya the specific teaching practices and new curricula ‘ .

that have been the focus of other traditionn of staff dcvclopment
practice, Insteaq, organization development apecialiata cmphaaize
changing such aaggcts of organizational process as communication and
Some approaches to school improvement ‘.ve combined this em-
phasis on organizational process with the introduction of specific
instructional atrategdca. One of the largest such efforts is In-
dividually Guided Education, a comprehensive scheme for introducing
1hdiiidua11zed student instruction and revampfng the school's social

organization and decision—makidg'process.14

A Pragmatic Definition of Staff Development ~
We wished to carry out a study that would accurately describe
all the activities being carried out in local schoel districts-that ,

could be considered staff development., Given the varied traditions

-Fs
SN
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_ _of staff dn‘oMt practice discussed above, ve vented to ‘employ
oo a "“i”ﬁiilé”ii?ﬁ(ﬁi”aifiiltlﬁﬁ”tﬁii"ﬁii"Bfaiﬂ”iﬁiﬁih"Eb;iﬁééiiiii"iII' '
‘of these trxaditions of praetic.. Thus, for the purposes of the re-
search, ve adOptod . prnu.ntic dcfinition of .taft dovoloplcnt. as
folldws:

Any school district activity that {s 1ntdndcd partly or
_ primarily to prepare paid staff members for improved _ -
Co ~ - performance in p esent or possible  future roles in thc
o ‘ school distri
Such a broad definition allowed us to look at the' staff de-
_____  velopment activitics initiated by the central office staff of the B
school distqicts; the activities initiated by principals, teachers.

and others at the local school buiddings; the activities, workshops, ,

courses, programs, etc. involving colleges and univcrnﬁticl viéh dis~

! . Ry '
trict teachers; as well as special advisory and teacher tenter projects.
In Section 2 on reaaarch mcthods, we will discuss thc limits of this

definition in its application durins our rcscarch. ' )-,

) J There is No Clear Evidence abowt What Constitutes
Effectjve Staff Development

We have identified 2 number of reviews of the literature on

staff development, including reviews of staff dcvclopmnnt research
and evaluation studies.

| The’ najor theme of theae articles is that staff dcvclopment 1.
'poorly conccptukgized and that very little competent rcaearch ‘has
been done "about staff dtvelopment A general litcraturc review con-
ducted by tHe National Education Association comments on the dis-’

organized nature of writing about staff dcvelopment*

Obviously there is & multitude of concerns being treated 1
in inservice eduwcation programs. That fact is a plus.

The reports Will certainly help ‘anyone looking for -ideas.

On the other hand, the reports reflect a disarray, a
hodgepodge. In most programs little attention is given

to formulating a comprehensive concept of inservice
education. Too often, objectives are narrow and unrelated .
to & larger purpose or rationale. The bulk of the programs -
are of short duration and attack a single topic. Most pro-
grams are either remedial--for example, thef prepare teach-
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ars to deal wmork effectively with tha crit!eal problens A

__of the disadvantaged, of making integration work or of S —
upgrading the teaching of akill subjects=-or they intro- : =
duce_sevw wrinklds such as the inquiry approach, an em-
phasis on cffoctivo learning, or different arrangements i
‘of content. Such programs are undoubtedly needed and
the reports indicate successful achievement of purposes. e
The approach 3_ pioccalal. And the result is patchwork.

The Teacher Corps has also conductéd a comprehensive review of this . A ".
literature and'reached sinilar conclusions. Of over 2000 books, ar-

ticles, rapqrtl, and unpublished pap}rl rcvicy.d. they found that

"only. . a. handful -are. of_a_higher-order o{-gcncgaiigy“ and "only s —

few desl with a raviov ofolitcraturc or rcocarch."36 Only one re-

search review vas considered mpct.nt, despite the fact ghat it was
"rather primitive ociantifi;nlly."%7 o ‘

Subsequent to the Taachars Corpa general review of literature
on staff d.valopmcnt McDonald oumnari:cd th¢ status of research and
evaluation concerning staff d.valopmant by oaying he had found. "prac-
tically no evaluatian data on inservice programc n18 He argues that
this lack of evaluation stems from a widcly shared a;SMmption thaf
continuing inservice for teachers is unquestionably n.écllary and
worthwhile, Concerning the inservice courses offered by colleges

and universities, for exampla, he states:

..policy makers believe that continuing Qducation for

teachers isl an activity of unquestidnad worth. The

system has strong support. because it raprat.ﬂtl an in-

direct subsidy of universities and colleges. 1In other

words, it is a matter of public policy thdt teachers con-

tinue to acquire educational credits through their profes-

sional career. When such public policy decisions have been
' ‘:E'made and have been in place for decades, it is not surpris~ ),
| ing that th; consequenceas of these decisions have not been

evaluated.

Given the concensus of these major revie& articles conqern--
ing the dearth of Qmpiric.l information about staff development and

concerning the strongly prescriptive nature of»mont writing about

staff development, we felt that it was both necessary nnd 1mportant

to conduct a descriptiv. study that would document the extent and

-
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nntuf\lo! staff development expariences actunlly being carried out in a
' ‘Tepressntative group “of large urban’ ich061 districts. We have used

cost analysis as a nnjor tool in pursuing this dbjective, because the

expenditure of money 13.3 .ood 1ndicator of wvhere c!fort is actually

bcin; concentrated,’ Lo , ’ N

In conducting a dnocripfiéc otqu. vé i'rc unable to assess the
quality of lpccffic stpff development expeariencas. W agree with
McDonald's plan for the evaluation of staff dcvolopmcnt cxpcricncca,
whigh involves assessing the following: e T

(D the degree to which teachprs accept the program,
.believe it'is beneficial to them and become sufficisntly
involved in the program that they b.como in offcct stu-

dents of their own bohavior.... )

(2) *the extent to which the trainc.l undcrltand how and
why the training program has been designed ‘the way it has,
and why and how the effects of the program are bcing eval-
uated in the way in which they are being evaluated.

(3) the direct effect on classroom pcrforrnm‘e (thc
adoption of the new matcrials, procedurcl, etc.)..

(4). the extent to which changes in teacher pe’formancs
had a messurable effect on pupil learning or behavior.
‘We hope that the present ;tudy can help provide an understand#ng
of the overall configuration and context of gtaff development that

will allow focu;ed evaluations of specific staff development ef-

forts to be conducted more fruitfully.':

*  Four-wfOrganizational Models of Educational
Systems Help Us Understandithe
Nature of Staff Development

As gtated earlier, thinking about staff devq}opmenf has been

dominated by a focus on the individual, and the importance of or-
" .

_ganizational context has been played down. More recently, there

has been an increased interest in the impact of the organization in
shaping staff develqﬁment and its consequences; ﬁowever, the intJL-
duction of organizational concerns into the unalylig of staff de-’

velopment has drawn primarily on the organization development tradi-

tion. ,Organiiation development--with its emphasis on increased parti-
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_process of policy implementation.

TN

| I ' : .
cipation in organisational inctoion'unhing--iu'onlé‘on%\of a aumber

"gnninctiopal vnrilbloo in thlpinl staff dcvclop-cn practice.®

. Students of organizati®ns hgve identified four -nJOt trnditi&na
.of organisational anllylia that ars of pot.ntinl use in umdcrltundin;
staff development. llnoro hll cogontly summarized these fout waye

. o!\vicvin; or;nnfintiono.nnd the pltlp.CtiV.l they suggest about the |

21
- '

1. Th‘?ox.tcna aanq;pinnt sodel s baicd upon the normative

. assumptions of the. rattondl, gqnl—dircc&cd_bchnyior“of hisr%xchICllly“”m

atructurod.or;anizntiont. I-plcncntation connilt. of deliberate
planning, cpdoificltion of actiona, and control of opcrat!ona.

2. The organixationll procdaaqp model (or organisation.hc-
velqpment modcl) is based upon normltiv. loaumptionl about optimal

~organizational functioning. Its promiacl include the following

Organizations should function to lltilfy thc basic psycho-
logicdl and social needs of individuals for autonomy and
contrg? over their own wdrk, for participation in decisions
affecfing them, and for commitment to the purposes of the
orgafjzation....The best organizational structure is one that

minimizes hieraichical control and distributes rclponsdbility '

for decisions among all levels of the organization....The
. implementation process is necessarily one of consensus build-
- dng and accommodation between policy makers and 1mp10mcntorl
The central problem of implementation is not whether imple-
mentors conform to prescribed policy but whether the imple-
mentation process results in consensus on goals, individual
autonomy, and commifmcnt to policy on the part of those who

must carrxy it out.

3. The bureaucratic process model is largely dcscriptibe,

viewing ofganizationallbchavior in terms of "irreducible discretion
exercised by individual workerl;in their day;to-day decisions an
theabpefating routines that they develpp to maintain and eﬁhanéoj>
tﬁeir position in the organization....power in organizations tends
to be fragmented and diapiri;d dmpng‘imall units exercising re-

latively strong control over specific tasks within' their sphere of

\ \

f 1.

~of perspactives that can bs used to- 111un1nlt6 tﬁoainportancc °f_9F7”__m”___w:m”m'“

. 4



e ) auth@rtty'. . ...Alllpr.»ouh for chan.'o"l are Qddnd by organisational |

oo L unitp in terme of the degree to which they depart from established . = .. .
pattcrnq."z’ A major concern of the people in the organisations is ' i
"h6W to control the strese and complexity of day-to-day vork...[which

- produc..] ‘8 whole set: of 1nfor-al routincl...[c‘ll‘d]'copin] .- ;""f‘”;'m]_:ﬁ%
ST ohanionn.’"ﬂz‘ e . - - ) '
Iuplcuontn:ion conliutl of 1dont1!yin; vhere diocrction
is concentrated, vhichsof an organization's repertoire :
of reutines ncod changing, devising alternative routines -
.. . that represent the.intent of policy, and inducing or;;gi-
_satibnal units toArcplacg”old goqtincn with new 9“!"m_m%__

| : . . ) *é;
4. The ‘conflict and baggginin. model thit views or;nni:a-

tions,as bargaining coalitiont in vhich' -
\
...individuala and subunits with lpccific 1nt¢r¢ct| com-*
pete for relative advantage in the exercise of power and,
the Mllocation df scarce resources....Formal position in
the hierarchy of an organization is only.one of a multi-
tude of factors that determine the distribution power.
Other factors include specialized knowledge, control of
: material resources, and the ability to mobilize external
M B political support....Decision makirig in organizations
consists of bargaining within and among organizationa
units. Bargained decisions are the result of covergence
among -actors with different preferences and resources....
(Implementation consists of a complex series of ‘bargainedt
¢ "dgcisions reflecting the preforenctc and resources of .
! ﬁﬁrticipanto 26

For Elmore, cach of these models has advantagcn and disadvantages

£ in conccptualizing the nature 6f organizq(;?nal functioning and the

implementation of organizationll change. e doen not wiew them as

T rival hypotheses, but instead suggests that:

...applying different models to the same set of events
allows us to distinguish certain features of the imple-
mcntation process from others. In fact, eVery imple-

. menting agency probably has a set of management coritrols,
& firmly entrenched collection of operating routines,
some process for eliciting the involvement of implementors,
and a set of internal and external b rgaining relationships. .
The important question is not whether\ these elements exist '
or not, but how. they affect the implementation process....




Our own prdvibu:‘oxporlonco in studyidy organisations is consistent
- with | llnoro 's advico. ‘agd it 48 :hil nultiplc porlpcctivo approach .

that hll lhnpod the design of the ltudy and thc intcrprctntion of
study dqta. - ‘ '
‘' The syatems lonagonnnt -odcl onphuoisoo thc forna! structure of -
the or;anisation boin; otudiod. Yormal organilntional structure at
the central offico and school lavel is the baoic oriontin; device »
for the study. We have IYItQ,ltiCQlly lought to identify all ac- J’V#—t o
tivities of variouo formal units of the pchool district that fit our

dofinition of staff development, However, we find the rational systems:

) -anagcaont nodcl of an organization o’/itoclf inadoqunto to oxplain _

the or;ani:ationai behavior we observe in school diltrictl, 80 We

.

turn to alternative models to cnrilh our understanding. -

The organizntional proccll or organization.development model 0
emphasizes the nature ot dqcioion~making participation by psople re- &
oponlib&c for implcmenting policy as a2 key determinant of whether .f/‘*
new ideas are carriod out in practice. A key focuolof our research
has been to identify tﬁoio persons who make the decisions in plan-
ning staff doveloppont,cxpcriencco and carrying them out, and thus
to understand oylteé—wido patterns of decision making about staff de-
velopment. However, we are also cognizant of some serious lioitdyiono
of the organization dovclopment.model ;. oithor a descriptive or pre-
scriptive model._. Both our own research concerning public schools and
the research of othoro'indicatcothot increased participation in de- .
cision making does not necefsarily lead to improvements in the quality
of services to children.28 Further, the organization dcvolbﬁment‘:
model fails to analyze some obvioun'featores*of organizational lifo,
such as the importance of routines in, otabilizing organizational ac-
tivity and the role of conflict in decision making. s
Aloo, the organization dcvolopment model focuses attention on.
only two sets of actors: the oyatcm managers who want a policy car-
ried out and the front- line- staff members who ard reaponoiblc for
carryitig it out. The model does not desl adequatoly, for example,
with the role of the clients of the organizntioo--pltooto and stu-

dents. Thus, Qo turn to two other models for additional conceptual ‘

14
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12 ' : tool. in undcrqnnding local school dictrictc as or;aniutiono. .

s " Tha bursausratic process wodel emphasizes the 0 T

.;outgnc that are dov’TBp.d'to rogulari:o work vithin thesorgani-

sation and the gilc;gtion cxcrciacd by 1nd1v1dual vorkora and vork

units, This madel has prqvon thq noot useful of the four tor the

’ C  purposes of this study. We ﬁivo found it productivc ‘to c-ploy tho IS
. conaept of-or;anisutionalhroqttnoa a8 a central one 10 the otudy o P
_ Our basic method of lnvottigation is tg identify and aﬂaly:c #l1 '

organizational routines that fit our definition of staff dcvclopmqnt.
J“j:/z“* A Futthor, -the-emphgsis-of" tht buresucratic proctli wodgl on the T
‘ discretion oxcrciocd by individual vorkers and work groups fits well

with our data from a pilog investigation and became critical in sub- | R
sequent analysis, Several. previous 1nvcotigat6r. have emphasized . SN
the important role of discretion in tempcriﬁg-th. jmplementation
of policy in ochool districts. In his study of school teschers,
Lortie concluded that there is remarkably low 1nterdcpcndcncc among
orgnnizational units 1n schools and rcmarkably high 1ndependencc
R of role and autonomy of £unction. 29 Weick characterizes sclools as”
loosely coupled systems in which organizational units

...are somehow attached but...each rctaino some identity 'Y

and separateness and. ..their attachment may be circum- - h

scribed, infrejuent, weak in its mutual affects, unimpor-

tant, .nd/or slow to respond....looss coupling also car-

ries connotations of impermanence, dissolvability and 4

tacitness all of which are potential crucial progsrtieo
of the "glue" that holdo organizations togather.

-,

Weick observes that "an organization's structurc is not coterminous i
Y’ "with {ts activity'; 31- i.e., that what school people actually spend \‘f'
their time doing is not necessarily what one might expect from the
organization's formal structure. This observation fits our data
extremely well, : RN o ‘ :

Another important aopcct'of discretion within school districas 5¢'
is that the superior of a given school person charlctériogicallycdoés ; ‘E

not closely oversee the specifics of their lubord;n,t;v. work. Mcycr; .

’ and Rowan dcocribc a "logic of confidence' by which: | /,~4 A
. ‘24— .
’91.\
# =




R\;,_‘,., ‘.; ¥ (RO
S

« o higher levels of the system »e that vhat 1s going on
"~ at lower levels makes sense and conforms to rules, but avoid

~inspecting-it- 53 ‘discquer- and ‘sssums ru-pcncibility for dn= -

consistencies, _ 4

Parties brin to.aach othnr tho tak.n-for- lntnd goad faith

‘ assunpticn that the other. is in fact careying out his de~.
finqd activi “The community and the Board have confidence

in the Superi ondont, vho has confidence in the Primcipal,

who has confidence in, the teachers. None ¢f these pecple

can say what the otMer does ot produces... but tha plausidbilfty
of . thcss lctivity requires that they have confidcncc in each
other. . .

SR

__All of these g;pgcccwot "dincrcfion ______ Qrmﬂlooagwconplingfmysfdngxzﬁ_M;mwmme_m,f

tremely useful to us in formulating our research plan after. a pilot -
investigatiod and in interpreting our ﬂata. .

The f6urth organi:ational model , tho conflict and bar;ainin; ,
model, foculcu attontibnfan‘thp ways that bargaining and conflict be-
tween interoltlgrqupl (thggi¥i'uniono\“contral office administrators,
parents, school board fiétibns, etc.) shape the hatur;.of staff de-
velopment. ‘And-we found features of the staff dcvclopm@nt activity
within school districts that are inaly:od most productively as the
result of such bargaining processes (e.g., the nature of systems
for increasing teachers' salaries when they complete university
course work ). ' .

Thus, we have taken elements from each of the four models de-
scribed ‘by_Elmore in designing the study and in interpreting the re-

sulting data, as will be spelled out in oabocqucnt sections.

~ The Costs of Staff Development
Merit Careful Analysis .-

There are several reasons why it is imﬁortant'to study the

costs of staff development. First, as stated etrlier;_idqntifying

patterris of expenditure is a-telling ég},to unddrﬁtand the real

priorities of an organization. .’

7

Second, school districts are facing financial stress’ caused
by declining enrollments, inflation, and incrcloini boroonncl costs.

If new staff developwment programs are going to be carried out in

34
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| !innncuny-pr'nﬁd school districts, it will be ouﬁath;~ to under-
_ S .W the gosts of both --P“'mt---u;d---phnnod----pro;rm-.-- e
' L Thus, after identifying the orgsnisational activities that fit
ea! “our definition of. staff dovclopnont, ve have nnnlysnd the costs of ‘\\_

cnrying’;ut Shcu activitiu.
)

v : - ~ Summar
: ’ We have seleetively reviewed some :.noirgh litiraturc_on staff N
" - development and on the functioning of organizations to clarify some "
,_‘//_ key idu- that havc _shaped_ our.. n:udy dnllgn._,- _____ 'nmu___1d...___.r.__..__m___,______._____:___,______________.___.__,_a____:_;

- N ) , - ‘

Fke several distinct traditions of staff development

. Thus, we have employed a broad definition of

*§éValopment that helps us identify all activities

within a school district intended to prepare staff mem- : ' .
bers for improved performance in present or possible future

roles,

e Little research or evaluation has been conducted concerning

staff development and there are no compelling research find-
ings about what constitutes effective staff development. N
Given this limited knowledge base, we concluded that a study ,
documenting the nature and extent of staff development ac-

/ tivities in a representative group of school dintriégl would
constitute an important contribution to the undorntfnding,
of staff development. . '

e Four organizational models of the educational system can
each help us in understanding important dynamics that
shape staff development activity: the systems management 4’
wodel, the organizational process (or organizational de-
velopment) model, the bureaucratic process model, and the
conflict and bargaining model. We have drawn from each »
of these four models in designing this ltudy and inter- L
preting the data. From these models, we have drawn such '
_ key concepts as formal organizational structure, patterns
. of decision making, organizatjional routine, dincrction,
and bargaining among interest groups. -

' e Analyzing the costs of staff development is both an effec-
' tive way to understand its actual configuration and a .
critical policy issue, given the financial constraints . A
. that school districts now experience. Thus, we have de- -
kK ‘veloped methods for analyzing the costs of the staff de- '
' velopment activiticl we have identified.

In Section 2, the reader will see how these key 1d¢an are

incorporated into the dclign of the study.
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SECTION 2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
-~ L} -~
v Design Considerations
Our initial purpose in iﬁvoo&igating statf development pfo-
grams and thcir costs ;§)>to con-truct a method for educators and
_citixcnn to _use. in analyzing. the. staftjdcvelop-dne—yrag#daa 4n-their -
own uchool di:tricto. In the rcoulting handbopk | (Rethinking Staff

Dcvclopmant), ve have explained this mcthodology in great detail,

so that educators or citizens, with some help from a cost accountant,

could conduct a similar investigation. 35 The reader who is {Mtér-
ested in rcplicating our methods should consult this handbook.

In this section, we have pr6¥i{ded an overview of the important
points of the research methodology; we ha;e prcaénted specific in-
terview schedules and analysis forms in Appendices B to G.

~ of ¢ourse, the implemeniation of the léudy plan did pot unfold
as smoothly as fhp next steps deacribcd‘biiow might indicate. Be-
cause’of our past experiencei in ltudyivg complex .organizations,

ve were not surprised to find in the three school districts pro~‘

nounced differences in organizat16n11 structure and qudlitylbf‘pro-'

gram and financial records that required adjustments in our plans.
However, the overall description below'accurafcly reflects the
majbr research steps employed in the three scﬁool districts, al-
though we have not described details of the adjustments that were

necessary to deal with specific problems along the way.

An Operational Definition of S%ifg\ﬁevelopment i )

As explained in Section 1, we decided it was essential to adopt

a Vgry clear operational definition of staff development to apply
to the three school districts, since the school pcopio themselves
would probably hold to quite varied definit{ons even within the

/ : .
same district. We did not want to Iimit our)investigation only to
. _

.
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thoua activtcico that dndividual oehoot people customarily calloJ | |
__ltnff,dcvcloppnnt.__rhus,_vt”dofinod;.c.ft"d.v.zop..ng ..;”_____“_____m_”_;h__r;ﬁi;i

“any school district activity that ie intended partly
or primarily to prepare paid staff members for im~ -
proved pejformance-in present or. ponuibl. future roles .
A} - 1n the sgfiool diltricg : - ,.,_T. B

8¢v¢ra1 ob¥yctions -1ght bc raiocd to this doftnition.' Firlt. . | ;n
sowe of the activities that fit pur dnfinition satisfy. ‘woxe, t:han ﬁ' 9
one obj.ctivc of thc lchool dintric:.' For oxanplo, @ho vork o!

"devclopmcnt. curriculum dcvolbpnont, and day-to~day a&hgniltration._“
We believed that this complexity should be: clcaviy acknoﬂ@iﬁgﬁ‘ S
in analyz{hg-—wrwtf development, but that’ activitl&l'&ith an’ tupor‘ ?  '-n”' L
tant staff dcvclopmnnt anpcct should n.t b.~ﬂilcouhtcd bccaulo ' , -
thoy also fulfill thcr objcctivos. Even the post conoetv‘tivclﬁ o
use of a reqnonablc lttff dovclopmdht dofinitibn will hi;hlight T
many activitien that had not been’ proviously considorod as otaft '
devalopmcnt. yet qhould be. _ _ '

> - Socond, lemeoho may otjcct that a certain activity should

not be thought of as staff devolopment beclulc it is carriod out

!!chanicnlly or incdmpetently. For e 10, procedures f ro— |
xﬁoom v}aitﬂy tz prin-

cipsl often become an cmpty adminintrativc routinp. Howovnr, this

activity, whcthcr it is D \\ing carricd out woll or éoorly, i: 1n

viewing teacher porformancc thrgugh cl

part an effort to improve staff performanco and is consuming timc,
energy, and money. Thus, the ldentification of all activities in-
tended to improve staff performancc 1: hn 1mportant initial step
that should precede an evaluation of their quality.
Third, aomeone might protelt that an activity outwardly in- -
" tended to improve teacher borformanco is in fact fulfilling other
purposes, For instance, some school administratorl ahd toachors
feel that school districts' systens for awarding salary 1ncreases
for completing .ducational courses hns become a fringe benefit for
_teachers, rathor than a mech&nilm for ltaff 1mprovem¢nt. We be-~

lieve that 1f ‘the real purposes for ccrtain activitiol havc changcd,
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‘when'shey. are. publicly justified as staff development, it is impor-
tant to idcntify them, Thus, ve havo conaidorod such activities a8 .

part of staff dcvclopmont.

-Soac Linits Set on the Operational Dc!inition

In applyin; our definition in specific school diotricto. ve

: nc.dcd to spell out some clear operational limits. Firlt. ve focused

staff development for classroom tcachhrl. We rccogniscd the de-

.sirability of andlyzing staff dcvclopmcnt activities for all ochool

our resources. (Thl ncthodology ve dcvclopﬂh?cnn of course be ap~
plied to other achool district Qmployccs.) “f;c~on1y time that ve

”analyacd staff development activities intended for other school dil-‘

trict staff members was whcn these activities were integrally re-
lated to- tcachcr staff development.

A second - limit in appWing our dcfiﬂition of staff development
is Ahat we excluded teachers' aay—to-day teaching and lcisbn;blan-
ning. "One might argue that the most effective staff dcvciopmcnz
for many teachers 1s the pernonal planning and analysis that is part
of their everyday work. We excluded this ‘type of activity in order

to be conservative in our estimates of teacher fimc spent in st:ff

.devclopment and to set aspc reasonable limits on what 'we would in-

vestigate empirically. However, we did include as staff dcvclopncnt
special sessions in which teachers planned collaboratively with one
another or with advisors or supervisors.

‘A third limit we 1hpoacd in the .study vas to focus oh costs

incurred by the school district directly, or costs for which the

“school district was being reimbursed from other sources. Exploring

costs_incurrcd by individual tcachera or by other organizafionl
such as colleges whose staff development activities affect the local

school district would have introduced unmanageable complexities in- ./«w

to the study. ‘ . : }

Finally, te keep cost estimates conaervati#c, ve did not com-

pute any school district overhgad costs for staff development ac-

-

31~

e



G e
e SR

nivttico (o g., Wo did not ea-puto costs for school facilities that | :’
v.rc uc.d for ltlff dcvclopnant vorknhopa) t

- . o brawin; on tho'roonaréh literature concerning organisations,
ve used "organizational routines" as a focus of our investigation.

We sought to uncover the basic of;.nilltional routines within each

school district that entailed staff development. The ncthodolo;j ' .
for uncovering these routines was based on extensive interviews with‘ '

"""" o school district staff manmbers who wers tnvolved with staff develop- 7

ment at several lévels:

e central office administrators vho made policy decisions
that influerffed staff development programs.

. : e school district staf¥ in the central and’cﬁidictrict of- s
: fices (e.g., directors, supervisors, coordinators, special-
ists, etc.) who planned, designed, and carried out staff
dcvalopmcnt programs.

e school administrators (i.e., principals, vicc-principals
assistant principals, deans) who frequently designed and

led staff development activities and also arranged for A
resources to support staff development at the local school
level. ' :

‘classroom teachers who partiéipntcd 1n-dictrict~wide as
well as school~based staff development activities. .
We drew on the pcrccptioncnof these different pcoplc to de-

v310p clear pictures of the planning[ﬂdelign, and cxecution of
each impo;tant staff development rqutinc. We often got divcrgent
perceptions of the content, quality, and time expended in par;i—
‘cular types of staff development activities. By critically exam-
ining these differing responses and often by going back to get ad-
ditional information, we developed a specific detailed understand-

>

! ing of what is going on,.penetrating'vague generalities.

- Analyzing Related Costs

The ltudy was designed to enable us to relate staff develop-

Pent uctiﬁitieo to their costs. We assumed that detailed and ac-

|
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d curate .cost analysis of staff development programs would be ingbr-i’ .
e -~ tant-to-school di-trics decision mak “lﬂd“tb'1ht|!iltid“t6‘éhif”"”m””“mm'"'""t“

‘each uchool district to account for the co |'o£~gpceif1c utcff de-
ve10pment activities ve identified. In order to base our coot
analysis on actual rather than projected cxpcnditﬁr.i. we used tho"
expenditure data from the wmost recently completed fiscal year in

each school district. Thillefore, in interviewing school district

J;m_m”_“_atafftdboutmthomnaturonofmsta£!mdovclopﬁone"aetiviticsvwwc¥tskcd» e
them about activities that had been carried out during the ficcal '

year under ctudy.

Site Selection

"Our data collection procedures and instruments were initially

developed and pilot tested in a school district we called "Seaside."

Well known for its innovatdive programs and emphasis on staff devel-

opment, this large urban school district promised to have a wido

range of staff development activities for analysis Our study there  ~

substantiated this assumption. 3 -
We also wanted to study large urbaﬁ districts with less em- o

phasis on staff development than Seaside. To identify them, we

carried out I telephone survey aimed at the schdbl districts serv-

ing the 75 largest cities in the United States. Using The School

Universe Data Book as a guide, we identified the central office
. ' staff member formally responsible for staff dcvelopment;jfsu111y

education,

the director of staff development, director of inservic
or assistant superintendent for instruction).36 In a telephone in- R
terview with this person, we gathered information about:
e allocation of personnel to staff development or inservice
' programs

e university, college, and federal programs involving staff
development .

o state rez&irements for iNservice or recertification

e the overall financial status of the'schoof district

n“
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e

» allocation of discretionary money to staff dovclopucnt for
conferences, conlnltant'. training. ete,

e salary schedule for edutational {ncreases
We were succsssful in contacting school district administra--
tors in 45 of the target school districts. ' Fféh'tﬁin“lﬁféfﬁitiéﬁ

we ranked the school districts surveyed on a 13-point scale in

‘ terms of the apparont extent of staff dcvtlopmont activitiol. On

_study the "Riverview' School District _which xncciycd 1_points (the

this scale, the Seastde School District roccivin; 12 points, the
highest rating of the districts surveyed. We then singled out for

S .

mid-point of our scale and alno the mean for all districts), and
the "Union" School District (which fell in the lower third of all
districts surveyed with 4 points). We then successfully gainod'tho

cooperation of these districts in carrying out the study.

Conductiﬁg the Studies in the
Three School Districts K

While some adaptation of the general methodology w;p necessary

in each district depending on special features of the ltlff devol-
opment. programs and the availability' of rerrd., the processes of

data collection and analysis were similar in all three districts.

Data collection followed six steps?

-

1, Gaining an understanding of the school district and
and staff development activities. .

, Gaining an understanding of the school district's -
“financial systam. -

3. Gathering and compiling information about staff de-
velopment conducted by the central office staff.

4. Gathering and compiling information about staff de-
velopment activities occuring at the school building

level.

5. Analyzinﬁ information about the salary increase
system.

6. Completing the analyses.



We will descride each of these steps briefly. For more detail the
reader should examine the handbook,;Rcthinking;Staffnnovclopmnnt."

>

1. Gaining an Undorttandig;réf the School
District and. Staff Development Activities = = = = %\

In each district, after abbroval was granted for us to-conduct

the study, we interviewed two or three members of the central office
staff to get an ovérview of the district, its problems, recent his-
tory; organizational structure, and a general description of its

staff development programs. The format for this interview appears

in Appendix B" WC u.'“'lly_ 1ﬂtcr‘\liew.d the .up.'rint'nd.nt, the as- T

sistant luperintondoni5for 1hltruction (or curriculum), and the
director of staff development (or inservice). We also collected a

large number of documents on organizatioﬁal structure, personnel,

school budget and expenditures, special progrimu, salaries, student

enrollment, individual schools, etc. From these interviews we de-
termined who would be iﬁtorviewéd initially in the central office
and subdistrict offices. '

We also selected a sample of schools to visit., To select these
schools, we first identified the major categories of schools around
which the district's educational program was organized. The school
districts operated regular mainstream schools, typically elementary
schoolst'junior high or middle schools, and high schoollﬂ They
also operated épecial schools, such as alternative schools, magnet
schools, vocational schools, and shocigl education schooll;-

Among the regular or mainstream schools, we distinguished be-
tyeen séhoblg_tbat were above the avergge and below the average
in their.congentration of fedefal programs. By sampling both types
of schools we insured that we‘were looking at a range of schools
in terms of economic and racial composition. We also found that
the presence of federal programs was an important influence oh‘the
nature of staff devélopment. '

We then selected a 10X to 20X random sample of schools in the

regular and special categories. In selecting regular schools, we

* drew some from the pool of schools that were above the average in
. _
v
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thoir_conccnttitiono of federal brb.riut and those that were b;lbv
. average.. For example, in Riverview, we chode samples of elementary
schools with above average concentrations of federal programs, ele-
mentary schools with below nvorago‘conéontrat of éod.gal ﬁro;rgmn.
high schools with above average concentrations of deral programs,. .
'high schools with below avoran conccntratiom of ederal programs,
,vocntioﬂal schools, and magnet schools.
v \ n
. 2, Gaining an Undorntandiggfpf th.

School District's Financial System

of the

school district (usually the treasurer, business manager, S ¢

and/or budget director) and carefully examined available financill \\

reports (particularly records of' expenditures for the recently com-

’ pPleted

school year). The format for th\t interview appears in Ap-

pendix G. We had to dctermine how compatible the school di:tricc s

accounting procedures were with the kinds of program data we would

be collecting. We had.to learn how the district recorded lﬁch ex-

penses

*
®

the galaries and benefits of individual central office staff

the salaries and benefits of different types of classroom
teachers (e.g., elementary, secondary, Titlc 1, magnet
program, special assignment)

the salaries and bengfits of school principals 'y

the costs of iﬁbstitute teachers used to release regular
classroom tea¥iers for staff development

the costs of stipends paid to teachers to attend ltaff

development

fees paid to consultants for conducting workshops

the gsalaries and benefits paid to teachers on_sabbatgcal
leave '

the cost of direct expense for staff development ac~
tivities (e.g., travel, conference fees, training materials)

The kinds of costs listed above are rarely line items in school

districl budget and expenditure documents. Our, initial interviews

' .

with the financial people were to familiarize us with their systems

~. .

-~

¢

"In this step we interviewed the kKey financial admipistrators— e




and to plan ways to extract (often with thcir holp) :hc kinde of
tnformation needed to d.tormino tho costs of tho otaf! dcvolopmont <

program - activitico:raﬁdﬁi o! thooc coot- could bc dcrivod from ex-

isting documents (e.g., all consultant fees paid by the distriet
could be examined to detarmine which went fof.Cohlultantn_doinl_

staff development and vhich for other services. such as long-range

planning, maﬁaacmont information systems, bﬁildfng construction,

etc.). Other costs could be derived from estimates obtained from

our iﬁtoryioﬁ. abouk how nmuch time different types of staff pombori

spent in staff do&olopment activities as a percentage of their

salaries and benefits (e.g., if Title I teachers spant, on the aver-

age, 70 of their 1400 hours of contracted work time in staff devel-

opment during the ‘chqol year, staff development would constitute

5% of their time and "cost' would be 5X of their salaries and be-

nefits).

3.

Gathering and qupilin Information about Staff

Development Conducted by the Central Office Staff '

In Step 1 we identified the first round of central office

staff members to interview. For these interviews, we attempted to

identify staff members who planned and carried gut major activities

‘that fit our definition of staff developmen; In interviewing eﬁis

first round of people and in subsequent interviews with central of-

fice and subdistrict of fice leaders.of staff development, we sought

$6 obtain as detailed information as possible about how they spent

their time when-engéged in staff development activities. The interview

format appears in Appendix E. ~ L//

‘& Using the handout presented”in Appendix D, we explained the

se of our investigation, discussed our definition of staff

elopment, and offered the followinglliat of the kinds of activities

'ih which teachers Eight participate that we would consider staff de-

Qelopment(

e Receiving on-the-job advice and feedback.
Such as -- advisory assistance given to teachers in
the classroom.
-- feedback to teachers on their performgnce.

as in the school's staff evaluation process.
}
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° Participating a8 a lnnrnor 4n structused 0xp0r1.nc.l out- -
side of the context of regular job duties.
Such as -~ workshops, seminars, courses, inservice sespions
(including single meetings or peries of meetings).
-« professional meetings and conventions.

e Sharing and analyzing problems and ideas with pcori.
Such as -- regular staff or department meetihgs.
-~ committee work that involvcl staff devclop‘!ﬂt.

e Observing the job activities of others.

av

or programs. v
" o Teaching other staff or supervising other staff in ways that
involve staff development.
Such as -- a rotating department chairmanship designed to
give people a chance to explore new ideas by

Y being freed from teaching..
) Systématic;lly planning and/or frying out a new approach.
Such as -- joint planning or collaboration on a special
project. _
—- planning a new curriculum. ‘
-- pilot teaching a new course. .
[ 4 : _
e Seeking information to improve one's skills and knowledge.
Such as -- research conducted in the school or community.

-- formally-supported sabbaticals.
-~ releassd time to visit a teachers' center.

e Interning in a job primarily to develop new skills.

We then asked the person interviewed whether these types of
activities were éarried out in the school district. When a staff
member had a detailed understanding of a particular ‘routine (e.g.,
Titig 1 inservice workshopa in basic skills, in-class assistance
by reading specialists, sabbaticals for experienced teachers)y we
pressed this person for very specific information about the nature

s and

of the activity, how it was planned, the number of "lea

"1earnersd involved and the nature of their involvement,, the time

eniaﬂled in planning and carrying out the activity, and Jany direct

costs associated with it. The format for the}e questiohs\ appears

in Appendix D.




wh

We tried to 1ntcrv1cw enough pcoplc ‘k\cach role (e, I oocial

studies .up.rvilor) to ndcquatcly charactori:. dif!crcnt ltlff dc-

vulopunnt routines that people in that rolc vere 1nvolv¢d 1n. In
small departments (i.e., 2 or 3 people) we 1ntorv10wod all of the

staff membars; in larger doplrtmcsﬁl with several different rolco

(e.g., 10 supervisors, 16 specialists) we interviewed about a third
of the people in each role. If there was a widc disperity in the .
information we received from people with a pgfficular role after

our initial round of intervicwo. wc.would 1nt.rvio§ ‘additional people

in that role. The 1hf0rmation providcd,by_samplcd'ltaff members was

then applied to all people in that role.
The contral-ofticc and lub81|trict staff development leaders .-

whom we interviewed often providcd us with documerits that detailed

.the participation of teachers 1‘ the activities they led. Ve ua,d

these documents to estimate tcachdr participation in district-wide

staff development activities and compared them with estimates ob- *
p

tained from teacher interviews.

4. Gathering»and Compiling Information
about Staff Development Activities
Occurring at the .School BuildIng Level

Interviews in Steps! and 3 gave us preiiminary information

about school-based staff development activit*’ At each school in
our sample, we interviewed the school principal, other school ad-
ministrators or coordinators who had responsibilities for staff de-
velopment activities, and three or four teachers.

- The principals and other lchoq} administrators pravided us with
an understanging of the school-based staff development programs at
their schools and explained how staff development initiaﬁed at the
school level related to the activities 1nitia§ed by central office

\staff development leaders. They furnished details about the extant

of teacher participation and administrative arringembnts for ac-
tivities (e.g., how tefchers were released--via substitutes, aides,
administrators taking classes). Some Principals were able to give

concrete .expenditure information about certain'activities.

i
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The teachers 1ntirv1¢vcd provided further information :;out
the nature of school-based and district-wide staff devalopment ac-
tivities. &ogchor interviews also gave us & basis for anqo,‘lﬁi |
estimates of pirticipat;on and time obtained from principals and
central office steff. ‘Teachers also identified activities that had
npt been described by the ccqtral-oftici staff dr'tho school ad-
" ministrators. Froqunntly, short follov;up intervievd were con-
ducted with ccntral office staff to cross-check information.

. The format for our intcrviewn with teachers and school adminin-

tratoro _appears in Appendix F. In these intcrvicwo, we first dis-

<ussed our definition of staff dcvclopment. As in our interviews
with central office staff, when wo-fOund that thiy had specific

knowledge of a particular otaff dovclopmant routino, wve asked them

for the detailed informltion about the routine indicated in Appendix

D.

»

From 8e1¢cted interviews in each -ch001 district, we'concluded
that the percentage of time that school administrators and instruc-
tional %ides spent in activities supporting staff development for
teachers (taking c}asse-, participating in planning and staff de-
velopment with teaéhers, etc.) was approximately the same as the
bercentage of time that teachers apent,iﬁ school-ba;éd staff de-
velopment. Thus we;simplified our datl collection and analysis

by assuming that principals and classroom aideds spent the same
amount of time invoived in te;cher staff development as the -
teachers did. / '

——

5. Analyzingilnformation aboﬁt
the Salary Increase System

In this step we analyzed documents and data collected by
the personnel offices of the school districts to determine how
much® additional- dalary was paid to teachers who had completed
educational requirements for moving up on the salary scale for
the year under study. Since these costs are not generally calcuy-
lated by school districts and do not appear in their annual. budget,

we had to derive them by analyzing statistics on the numbers of
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for an individual teacher. We also sought any data on cobts of

;choiarshipe. tuition reimbursements, or fee waivers that were

involved when teachers took courses.

)

6. pompleting;;he Analyses

The interviews that wor:/;erried out at the'echggl distyrict
1

and school levels generated’ arge number of interview protocols,

~—~“inc1uding 4ndividual-comments. absut _specific. organizational routinei’

entailing staff development (e.g., insetvice workshops to introduce:
a new foreign language curriculum, on-site assistanoe in bilinguel
teaching methode, released time to work on curriculum projects in
a school district teacher center). Drawing on the information about ‘
such routines pbtained from individuele,.we prepared a composite
description of how each routine was carried out, which was recorded
on Form G-1 in Appendix.G. Then,” drawing on information about the
amount of time 8pent‘on a particular routine, we calculated the '
staff time spent oy.both leaders and learnars who were involved in
this routine; this informatiqn was celcolated‘on Form\G-2. On
Form G-3, tnié staff time was translated into éeleriea and benefita
for leaders and learners invoived. On Form G-4, we-cnlcnleted direct
costs for carrying out a particular rodtine; such as travel, ma-
terials, and special rentals.-

_Detailed instructions for using these forms, llong with examples,
appear in RgthinkingﬁStaff Development. .

In each of the lchool\districts, we reviewed our understanding

of staff development routines with knowledgeable school staff, and
we asked them to comment on the accuracy of our anelysis.' We then
prepared a feedback report about what ve had found end asked for
comments on its accuracy. Some of the information contained in
‘the feedback reports to the three districtc was incorporlted into
gﬁthinkinggﬁteff Development, which describes how this type of

study can be done in a local school-‘district. In the following
six sections, we present a refined analysis of this informption

for an audience of researchers and policy makers.
' v
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SECTION 3. OVERVIEW OF SCHOOL DISTRICT
CHARACTERISTICS AND EXPENDITURES

‘\ s
General Description of the
Three School Districts

To provide a contekt fdr-detailed analyses of school district

~Programs- -and-finances; it-is- usefuIMto present - com.—bacicwinfor- e

mation about some distinguishing charactcrilticc of Qlch lchool
district, about the overall expenditures of the cchool_districtc
and the source of these expenditures, and about the total amount

spent on staff development.

pistingpishinngharacteristics'

Seaside, Riverview, and Union are among tha larger cities in
the United States with populations ranging between 500,000 and
750,000 people. Table 1 presents some atatistics about the sizes
of the school districts servihg these cities. Seaside School Dis-
trict is consider;bly larger than the other two. All three are ex4ﬁ~\\\\
periencing declining enrollment, while inflation, increising teacher
seniority, and other fiscal facto;s produce steadily rising educa-
tional expenditures. ' | |

Each district had distinguishing characteristics that influenced
its staff déQelopment program in ways that will be diséussed latef.
Seastde, for example, had the following key characteristics:

»

e a generally strong financial picture at the time of the
study, although some moderate economies had been neces-
‘sary in the preceding few years.

e a higtory during the preceding dectde of strong support .

- for staff development from successive . superintendents

- 6f~schools, &8 a result of which Seaside had developed
an extensive curriculum of district-sponsored courses
through which teachers could earn credits for salary ’
increases._ - ; '




TABLE l.moct\od Changuriitich of thi Three 8chool Districts¥ =

Numbqfwof’
Pupils
Seasidé . o
School ‘ 130,000
District
Riverview .
School 78,000
""D’I_."t'FiFt"—'"_ TTTTTTmmT T T s e e e

Union .
School 89,000
District

4

-

L
Number of

Teachers

5,300

oy 100

4,200

*Based on information for the fiscal year'étudied

Seaside - 1976-77, Riverview and Union - 1977-78.
Statistics have beaean rounded off:

- 4

-

Current Expense of .

Educationk*®

8 163,656,000

$ 122,429,000

s 129,963,000

numbeyx of pupils--to the nearest

thousand, number of teachers--to the nearest hundred, current ex-

pense of education--to the nearest thousand dollars .

*"Current Expense of Education'' is an annual budget total for all school.
hose for building construction, capital

outlay, and food and community services

.district expenditures, except

46—
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e an enphanin oh“long-ran;e planning and devclopmeht.
-9-a-moderate- ompheais ‘on-encouraging- indep:ndcnt decision - - L

haking at the lchool building level.

Riverviow had these di.tinctive charlcterinticcz

e a rapidly doolining enrollment that plnced some financinl
strains on the district. )

° a relatively high percentage of federal funding, which in-
- ¢luded money to aupport achooi'détegregation.

‘e frequent support from a local foundation in funding special
_projects, ‘ . .

ee_a_high _turnover of_ nchool_auperintnndnntn_lthren_in_th&iw;mimw__mmi__m;im._

previous six years). Each had a different notion of how
staff developmene should be carried out and %ho should
have the primary responsibility for it. Consequently,
numerous departments had become involved in staff de-
velopment during this time. Each department that had
coordinated staff development retained some important
role in staff development ’ivity. :

Union was distinguished by the-following: : . .

~ ° eeveral severe financial crises the past“five years in
which central office staff had bde n reorganized and sub-
stantigqlly reduced. ,

1% »m r
o allocation of a i&gnf?icant amount of 1ocal funds to school

desegregation. S r -

e many small schools dispersed through a large geographical
area, with a tradition of building ~level initiative for
staff development in many of* thege.

e a close‘reletionship-with a large local univérsity that

provided extensive preservice and inservice training

opportunities for teachers. ! . -

S

Sources of Funding in the Three Districts

Funds for the current expense of education in the three dis-
tricts (see Table 1) .came from local tax revenues, general and-

categorical state aid and a variety of federal aid programs~-

-some specifically targeted fo rticular, types of pupils or pro-

grams (e.g., Title I of ESEA) d some providing general aid (e.g.,
Impact Aid to pay'for the experfse ofleducating children of families

working at federei installatiods). Since each of these districts

18 in a different state, the procedures for state aid allocation

11
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varied oooovhnt. These school diotricto occooionally roooivod '
.grante from private foundations for specific educational programs. . . . .. .

s :

To provida an overview of these revenue sources we have developed | ‘e
‘ a simplified picture of funding in the three districts in Table 2.
' We arranged the funding'lourcol'intO”throo cttogorioli" ) R "

¢ General funds -- monies from local tax revenue and zonoral
' state and fodorol aid :

¢ Federal funds -- monies from federal categorical programo
only

e Other funds -~ monies from state catogorical programs and
e ww—_wmf—~m~~privatomfoundltion grants - S e

Tabl‘rz shows some marked differences among the thrgo;diuttict3_°

in the sources of their funds. Despite differences in percentages

of current exponoe of education coming from the general fund, the
general fund revenues were virtually the same oh a per pupil basis
across the three districts (when Sesside figures are'adjultod for
the one-year differehce in the period under otudy) However, marked
| differences in per pup‘ expenditures resulted from the federal |
funds received. Riverview School District derived a much greater N N
- preportion of’(ts educational funds from federal categorical pro-
grams than did the other two districts. A major reason for the
relatively larger amount of federal categorical funds in Riverview
was the higher percentage of low-income ond.minority,students
(Riverview 72% minority, Seeside 43X minority, anq\pﬁiog/ggf/Li-
~ _ nority) and the concomitant higher percentage of puoiis eligible
for Title I funds (which accounted for more than $9 million in
Riverview). Also, Riverview was the only one of the three dis-
tricts to receive federal money for desegregation under the Emer-
gency School Assistance Act (ESAA), which accounted for more than
| g mititon. | o
Seaside received a somewhat higher percentage of other funda
then Riverview and Union. Virtually all of Seaside's $7.46 million
in other funds came fﬁ&m state categorical money. Similarily,

Union's other funds were ‘ntirely from the state. But the other .

funds in Riverview includod almost §.5 million from private founda-
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TABLE 2, -- Exégnpc of Education in the Three School Districts by Funding Source

\~

.é:
Seaside
~ School
District

Riverview
School
District

Union
School
District

General Fund

be.

Federal Fund

Expenses Percent. Exbcnlca.
$143,692,000  87.8% |$12,502,000

$102,613,000* 8%81

$115,918,000 93\ 5%

$15,749,000

-

$ 3,710,000
oy

Other Fund
Percent | Expenses Percent
7.6% 87,462,000  4.6%
12,95 ° §4,067;000  3.3%
$4,315,000 3.5%

3.0%

[$122,429,000

" Current Expense
of Education

Total
Exgcnlea

Pogcont

$163,656,000 100.0%

$123,943,000

G 44
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tions. Also included in Riverview's other funds was almost §2
million from the state for the operation of a teachers' collo\:

“which is part of the school district and whose faculty are con-

siderpd teachers in the Riverview 8chool District.

[ 2]

\

Staff Development Costs
One of our objectives in analysing the staff development pro-
grams and their costs in these thred districts wal.to'dctermine the

relative amounts of resources being allocated to staff development.

While many educators are sesking more fqnda for staff development

" programs, none have clearly shown what resources are being spent on

staff development activities. Based on our atudy;-Teble 3 shows

what proportion of the current expense of education in each of

the three districts wae spent on staff development.‘ As we ex-

pected, based-on its reputation for extensive staff developmentf»

and our pre-study survey, Seaside spent a considerably larger pro-

portion of its educational expenditurel on staff development than

did the other two districts. And Riverview spent ‘a somewhat higher

percentage than did Union, as the pre-study survey had luggeete¢(’/’\
The amounts of money spent by these districts on staff de-

velopment--$9.3 million, $4.6 million, $4 million-~are con-

' aiderabﬁavsums. While these sums represent rathexr small percen-

tages of the educational expenditufes of the three districts, it
should be noted that many major line 1tem§:1n fheae school districts’
budgets are of comparable magnitude to total staff aevelopment ex-~,
peﬁdituree (e.g., tofal central office administrative costs; pepil
transportation; and the total costs for textbooks, teaching materials,

audio-visual equipment, and instructional supplies).

Organization of Findings in the Report'

This report will examine the staff development activities in
the three school districts that produced the staff development costs
ghown in Table 3. In Section 4 we describe the overall organiza-

tional structures of each district, the activities of the central

o
e
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TABLE 3.-- Total Staff Development Costs as s Percentage of the

Ourrent Bxpense of Education in Three 8chool Districts

1 : !

51

’ .
' turrent Expense Staff Development
‘of Education ] Costy ‘
. 4 R
Seaside . .
School $163,656,000 $9.368,000l
District
Riverview
School $122,429,000 $4,607,000 . '
District ' . ' .
Union ) .
School $123,943,000 *\ $4,969,000 .
District : :
P
1 ' .
- ‘

gp;ggnta ¢

5.72%

3.76%

3.28%
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of ﬁco leaders of staff development, and the dispersion of respon-~
.i lity f#r staff dcvolopncnt. In Soction 5 we analy:. the ac~
tiyitico and time tcachcro lpont in ctaff dcvcioppont. 1nc1uding
ochoolo onmplcd. nctiviti.o identified in the sample, and projected

coptl for teacher pnrticipation in staff developmant across each dis-

trict, In Section 6 ve examine the incentives used to solicit teacher
participation in ltaff‘;;vclopmcnt including a comparative analysis
oi salary schedules for teachers, Section 7 will summa¥ize and com-
phro the staff development costs in ten major expenditure categories

icroan the three districts. Section 8 concludes the report by dis-

_ tﬁccing some implications of our findings for both policy and fu-

ture research.
To fncilitatc the discussion of major study findingl, we have

‘placed computation of time and cost data and detailed breakdowns
'of findings in tables in Appondix A.. Tables in the text prcadnt

major findings. We discuss #heso findings in the text and refer

~ the reader to the detailed tables in Appendix A.

[\
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 SECTION 4, ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE DF THE THREE
DISTRICTS AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS
CONDUCTED BY CENTRAL OFFICE STAFFS

Organizational Structure and Dispersed -
Staff Development Programs

In this section we will describe fho organizational structurnc.

of the three school districts and analyze the:staff development

programs conducted by central office department and subdistrict

units.

]

Despite considerable variation in school district organiza-~
tional structures, staff development proirams in all three school
districts were widely dispersed among central office departments
and other units of the districts. Tables 4, 5, and 6 present sim-
plified organizational charts of the three districts; each chart
inéicates deplftments and other units. of the school districts that
initiated appreciable staff development activities. From the three
organizatiohal charts, one can see that significant amounts of staff
development activity were initiated at the school level; these ac-,
tivities will be analyred in Sectién 5. ' ‘

As Tables 4, 5, and 6 show, each district had several
}enéral office departments that initiated staff development ac-'
tivities. These departments were housed'in.several different
branchés or divisions of the organization and reported to dif-
ferent assistant, agsociate, or deputy superintendents. Some of
these departments reported directly fo the superintendent of
schools. Riverview was the only district that also had subdistrict
offices, and !hese subdistrict offices also initiated staff de- ‘
velopment activities. ' | '

Fach school district had a staff development‘or inservice
departmfnt, but only one of these (in Union) was the largest single

initiator of staff development among the district's departments.

1

.4()
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TABLE 4.-- Simplified Organizational Chart of Seaside School District

Buperintendent

(27 ' . of Schools

T A,

SN

‘ Depyty Supt. for Administration ‘ . ' ; | Deputy Supt. for Operations " . <

o
. . ’ . -
—‘ !'Ei ainEE l ) : : _ ! :

& —~{_Business Services |
i § [chondary.8chools Elementary Schools 8tudent Services l l Program Division
-4_222292&31:._] ' Division Divigion Division L .
| o |[*uidance | -{(Caresy Biucation” ]
=1 Other Departments | P : e L
| - - - I * |{In-Sexrvice Education
‘Local Elementary || Health 'i'jt
Schools and Farly Services - _Compensatory Bduc;tidi'j
Childhood Edaca- , . o
| tion Centers TrGehool | ; :]
counseling and .
. | “Lspecial programs
Local Junior R
[ighs and High ‘
| " Bchools® - - ‘ - |
Ol
]:Rjkj ' ‘f Indicates & departmeht that initiated s significant .amount of staff davelopment aetivity.

0 sl
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Superintendent

| of Schools
1

""f1 Finance |

)

t——{ Public Affairs |

[~ Govt. Relations ]

le——{ Other Depts. |

p———1{_Teachers Colleges |

—

| Sub-district le |

LDepuﬂy Supt., of Schooli4] ¢
| ~—
Instructional : . ' » . Administrative
Support Office of Magnet Personnel Support
Division Operations Schoolse Division Division
—igCurriculumo_]' -%'Speéial Ed.e |- Human -~ Buiidingg']
T | Relationse
—{ Federal Programse | | o Voc..Tech.. | . S .
. - | Adult Ed:e [ StafT ~{ Burchasing )
: Developmente B
— Evaluation | ‘ L ‘ :
| ~{ Commuaity Ed. | \ . , - -
_ : . L{Personnel. | Lu[ikherﬁbgpts.J
L4 Pupil Personnel | ' ; ' - o
| Sub-district 2e |' | Sub-district 3e | [ Sub~district Ue | ' [Sub-district 5e |

e el

Local Elementary

and Secondary
Schoolse

|

Tocal Elemgntqry
and Secondary
1 Schoolse:

Local Elementary
1 and Secondary
Schoolse

v 4 ]
\

H

Local Eiementary_'
and Secondary
Schoolse

¢ Indicates. & department that 1n1t1.c.d'a significant amount of staff development activity.

+)
<

|

ocal Elementary
nd Secondary

[E
Schoolse
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TABLE 6.-- Simplified Organizational Chart_o'f Union S.chooll District | o

Superintendent .
of Schools : . " .
i '% ( . »‘
—— Finance ] R
—1{ Tegal Counsel ]\ ‘ | | ¥ | \
A " . | | | Student - % ~
—{__Staff Devger_}(opmentr] Management | Instructional Administrative | | Development | Business
* Services Services Services | 8ervices - | 8ervices B
—{ Coutinuing Fd.° | - o A Sl | N
_g * | ~{ P1anning | [ Curriculum®| - |{ Personnel | -.Adult F4.° | -_Purghasing |
-}~ Human Relations | . - — ' .
- : $ Td. * Maint
s ~ Testing l [Federal & TYBIT _-(‘%pecﬁjal ra.* | -{ aintenange |
o | State Procrams® | [| Personnel . .
] Other Departments | M otn - ] . | _ L(Co_unaelingj . -[ Other Depta_q
| . R : L .. , _ .
~— | - Local ,Element;ry and
~ -4 Secondary Schools ° i
S ® Indicates a department that initlated & significant amqunt of staff d&velopment activiﬁy

A Y
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Staff Development Activities of
: Central Office Staffs

~ The dtpartmont. and unita ‘initiating staff dovolopmont ‘were
responsible for a great rango of activities Tables 7, 8, and 9
present the following 1nformatipn about thoso activicicoz

e the numbnr of ataff mcmbcrl‘in cach rolo for cach unit © -
t who engaged 1n staff devolopmcnt.

e the overall porcontage of time these leaders of staff de-
velopment spent in such staff development activity; these
percentages were used to .calculate the portion of each
person's salary and benefits attributable so staff de-

L

o the percentages of time these leaders speént in each of
the major "types' of staff development in their district

("types" is defined below).

o the costs of the staff members' time and their funding
sources.

e the time each organizational unit spent in staff devel-
opment calculated in terms of full-time equivalents (FTEs).

37
Below, we discuss these tables'separatelylfor each schopladis—
trict. Through this analysis, the reader will learn about the
nature and level of staff deveiopment activities within each school
district that were conducted by central office staff and the basis

for calculating their costs.

Seaside School District's Staff Development Activities:
At first appearance the ofganizabional‘structure of the Sga-

side School District shown in Table 4 might suggest that the ma-

| jority of staff development progféms were carried out by the in-

service education department of the program division. However,
this department was a three-person unit that helped coordinate
and arrange for the staff development routines of other units, in-

cluding an extesjve set of courses, seminars, and workshops taught

by central office staff that qualified teathers for salary increases.

In addition to leading these'courses for éredit, central office

specialists and resource teachers (essentially master teachers in

.specific subject areas) developed many other staff development pro-

-grams in individual schools that were not coordinated thaough the

inservice department. .

® C’(\
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.rc!ponoiblo for carrying out staff dcvolopmon:, as 1ndica§’§ in ‘ _

Thoro were three major divisions in Seaside's central office

Table 4, From interviews with staff members in each relevant or-

3an1:ationa1 unit within these divilionl, ve estimated the amount ‘

of time sach wesk (and over thc entire school yoar) that staff lpnnt L ””_Mi

vorking on particular staff dcvclopmcnt activities (e.g., @ lan- ST
uake, arts resource teacher conducting a weekly two-hour,vorkohop

for twelve teach?rs at a'given elementary school). There ware five

najor activity "types":

""——woweondueeingmlcminlr.mandmworkahopl,mulullljmin local
schools

e providing individual teacher§“with in-class assistance
e administering and coordinating staff ddvelobm;nt activities
e conducting district-wide conferences

e training resource teachers to carry out staff development

These five types of activities we found in Seaside are quite simillr ;
to the five major areas we found in Union.” 1In contrast, Riverview :
did not emphasize cither conducting workshops and seminars in local
schools or training resource teachers to carry dut staff develop-

ment .,

Central office staff development leaders in Seaside. Table

7 shows that the major type of staff development carriéduput by
central office staff meﬁberh in Seaside was seninars and‘work-
shops. Most of these activities were counted for course éred1t to
obtain increases on_the teacher salary scale. Asqiétahcé to indi-
vidual teachers wés the second most prevalent form of staff develop-
ment . ' .

" There Qere two departments that contributed heavily in person-
power to central office staff development leadershiﬁ in Seaside: |

the student services division and the curriculum department of the

program division. The student services division, with 90 psycho-
logists and counselors contributed 26.1 FTE positions to staff

development activities. The student services division had directed
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81,638,000

' - i . S _ S
TABLE 7.-~ Costs (Staff Salaries and Bensfits) of Staff Developmeant ) . '
Lesders in Central Office Departments Based on Percentage of Tima . v i
Spent in Staff Developwent Activities' for the Jeaside School Distriot
| ' ACTIVITIES T
DIVISION/DEPARTHENT NUMBER ° PERCENTAGR - SBEMINARS/  INDIVIDUAL ADMIN,/  DISTRICT- RESOURCE  STAPY ,GENERAL  FEDEBAL  OTMER .
or or TIME IN WORKSHOPS TRACHER 'COORR, w:::'bou- TRACHER DEVELOP~ FUND yuNDs POWDE
. STANY STAYY DRV. IN SCHS, ABSISTANCR _ FRRERCES TRAINING NENT 00STS
PROGRAM DIVISION
Career Rd. Dept. - o
sDirector & Coords. 3 15X 15X , ——— ——— —~— $ 13 .600 $ 13,006 - ————
oSpecialiets 9 75X $0%X 252 ——— ——— ——— 128 ;16% % 12,000 ———
r/‘ (Fr‘) (7-2) e - - a—— - -y ‘ 1‘3'000 ‘ 131| ’ ———"
Inservice Bd, Dept. _ N “
eDirector & Staff 3 100% ——— — 100X ——— ——ie 66,000 58 00t — A B Onn
o) c.o - - - I S R T B
— 000 6,000 ——
"."' eDirector & Ceords. 3 2% e "; 32X - ' 2;.883 ' ?::000 M‘ : i
. oResource Teachers 6 508 - 25% 25 P == - . s ‘ .
(\\ (rIe) (4.0) -—- -— — - S — $ 76,000 35,000 $ 41,000 ——
Curriculum Dept, ~ ) — o
10 20% 20% -—- - - --- $ 30,000 % 30,000
o checialiste 12 70% 60X - --- — 10% 228,000 228,000  -—— ==
naultante e o —— _
®Resource Teachers 17 100 50% 20% 20% T—g‘g‘"g'%- ‘_‘E%%:% * §5; .%
(FTR) (27.%) --- -—- o - ~—- --- ' _ -
. »
STUDENT SXRVICES DIVISION ) ’
® Peychologists 30 "49% -;;x a9x —— - ——— $ gg{,ggg $ '335.000 —— ——
® Counselors 60 19% -— J— -— - - -
(rTe) (26.1) - —— ——— — - —— ¥ 588,000 ¢ ' ——— —
PERSONMEL DIVISION ,
- ——- -— : ' 12,000 m—— 0 e
.o8pecialist 1 40% -—— 35X sx $ 12,000 ¢ ) ,
— - - -—- 112,000 — .-
¢ Leadership Comm. 16 20% 20% r_L_LQ_Blz 00 112,000 -
(rro (3.6) —— -— — —_— P ——— 124,00 $ 124,000 - ———
! - 3,000
TOTALS (FtER) (71.3) ——- —-—- —— — - ——— $1,342,000 433,



its paychologists and counselors to work with individual teachers

.to.improv._counaclin;uikilllmnndrtcﬁhniqn!!jfotmanlinR_!ith_PEQPl!d”

situations in schools (e.g,, student diocipiinc). The curriculum de-
partment of the program division contributed 27.4 FIE positions to
staff devalopment. The curriculum dtpa:tmcﬁt't'cpcciulintoi consul=

tants, and resource tcachcfu were primarily responsible for leading
workshops and seminars for course credit conducted at local schools.
All the specialists, consultants, and resource teachers in the

four departments of the program diviuiogrlcd courses, workshops,

‘seminars and/or provided in-class assistance in their areas of con-

s

A

1
=
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centration (e.g., mathematics, language arts, early childhood cduca?m

tion, bilingual education, etc.). The three staff members in the

inservice education department coordinated those activities of the
program division staff that would qualify teachers for salary in-

creases. . *

A specialist in the personnel division counseled teachers about

career options; he also éonvened a leadership committée of central
6ff1ce administrators who met regularly to review program ;ﬁd_staff
development plans and to screen candidateélfor léadership positions
(e.g., resou;ce teachers in subject areas). |
Seaside School District employed 170 people who were involved
in staff-development leadership in some way. They consfiﬁutéd a
work force of 71.3 FTE positions, and the time they spent on staffl
developﬁent cost $1.6 million in salarieé and benefits. Nearly all

these people were paid by monies from the general fund ($1.5 million

»

of the $1.6 million, or 94X).

[ - .

Riverview School Distrdict's Staff Development Activities

The orgéhiiational‘stfucture of the Riverview School District
was duite different from Seaside. Riverview had a pyramid-like
structure in which local schools reported‘go subdistrict 6ffice8
(each of which was headed by a superintendent). The five subdistrict
offices reported to the office of operations, whose superintendent

reported to the deputy superintendent.




Another important feature of Rivarview was the district's teachers'

‘college, that had historically trained most of the district's teachers;

the president of the teachers' collc¢'~r§portcd to the superintendent

of schools.

One might assume that the personnel division's. staff develop- . .
ment office or the human relations office (given the district's in-
volvement in desegregation) voﬁld bhlmajor initiaﬁor: of staff de~
velopment in the district. Thcj were not; each of these two offices
was a ona-person operation with only a few staff development responsi-

bilities. The greatest investment of time in carrying out staff de- .

vclépment by Riverview's central-o(fico staff"wal in the federal pro-
grams department of the insgrdctional services division.

~— Ve found only three basic types of atﬁff'devélopment activities
in frequent use in Riverview:

) adminiétering and coordinating staff development activities
o conducting district-wide workshops

e providing individual teachers with in-class assistance

while individual staff development leaders expressed préference;
for working with individual teachers or small grdups of teaqherslét
the local schools, the dominant mode was the large workshop fof teach-
ers pulled together from across the district. School-based workshops

were virtually nonexistent. ' N

.

Central and subdistrict office staff development leaders in

Riverview: Table B analyzes the activities of central office and
subdistrict office;staff development leaders in Riverview. The in-
structional support division had two major departments that were can-
cerned yith staff development: the curricu}um departéent angvthe
federal programs department. '

As Table 8 indicates, the 'director" angd the "specialists" in

the curriculum department spent little time in providing staff de-

velopment, The elementary specialists ‘(whose fields were English;i
social studies, and foreign languages) primarily aupervisea other

specialists in these fields who were based in subdistrict offices. .

. | 51
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TAMLE 8.-- Costs (Staff Salaries and Banéfits) of Staff Development
Leaders in Central Office Departments Based on Percentages of Time
Apent in Staff Developmant Activities for the Rivervjew School District

\' .

| _ : ACTIVITIES . o OTNER_riwps
DIVISION/DEPARTMENT NUMBER  PERCENTAGE  ZBWIN.7 DISTRICY  IN-CLABE  gTarr GENERAL  FRDEMAL M FOURBATIONG
OF OF TINE IN  COORD, WORKSHOPS  ABSIST. DEVELOP- FUND YUNDS ' .
: ~ STArF STAF? DRV, ~ MENT COSTS .
L nstructional Support ' : | ' ' , k
eion ‘ ' '
Curriculum Dept. ’ ) .
eDirector 1 10% 10% - e $ 3,000 § 3,000 ~-— - -~
oBlem. Specialistse k 17X 10X 7X —— 13,000 13,000 . === ' ——— —
- o8sc. Specialists 2 L) | X 2X -—— 3,000 -3,000 ~—- ——a ——
eCoordinators 15 54% - 5% 49% 182,000 _ 182,000 ==~ - ---
FTE) (8.8) , -
$ 201,000 $ 201,000
& Fedaral Programs
“ . . R
i oCurriculum Spec. 6 80X - 58X 22%v s 113,000 - $113,000 - -
eCoordinators 3 30X - 26% 24% 27,000 —— 27,000 - -
eProgram Spec. (a) 1 25X 10X 15X ——— 6,000 —— , 6,000 - -
‘eProgram Spec. (b) 1 10% 10X - -— 3,000 | m— ' 3,000 —— —-
oProgrem Spec. (c) 2 50X 50X - ~— 26,000 s 26,000 e i
eProgram Spec. (d) 2 100X - 18X © B2%X -39,000 —— 39,000 | e -
eProgram Spec. (e) 4 100X --- 28% 72% - 113,000 - 113,000 - ~
elnservice Spec, (a) 1 100X 50% 50X - 25,000 - 25,000 e -
eInsexvice Bpec. (b) 10 100X . | .- : 100X i _ 255,000 - 255,000 m— =
(rrE) (24.7) ¥ 807,000 T807,500
0ffice of Operations
] By .
Special Ed, Dept. , . _
eSupervisors 6 25X —— b} ¢ 20X § 35,000 ¢ 33,000 —— : - -
‘Vocational Ed, Dept. ' - ‘
eCoordinators _ . 3 33X —— ——— N 30,000 30,000 - - L m——
Subdistricts | |
oCurriculum Spec, 10 54X X 2% 49X 130,000 130,000 - —-— S
#Clinic Coords. 6 54X - 54X Lo 74,000 74,000 ——— - ——
rTe) _(11-1) : s $ 269,000 $269,000
.
C “2.-
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rasLx 8 {cont'd)
| AcTIVITIES - - __OTNER yUNDS .
DIVISION/DEPARTMENT NUMBER PERCENTAGE ADNIN./ DISTRICT  IN-CIARE sTAPY GENERAL  YEDERAL TIKIT  RURBATIONT
or OF TIME IN COORD. WORKSHOPS  ASSIST. DEVELOP- " FUND FUNDS .
STAFF °  STAFF DRV, MENT COSTS .
Magnet Schools Div. _ o
eDirector 1 o 2% ——— - $ 12,000 § 12,000 o - ———
eCoordinator . 1 100X 30X 70X - 26,000 3,000 § 23,000 - —e——
eSpacialists 16 47% -—- 22X 25% 163,000 47,000 _118,000 — —
(FTE) (8.8) ( _ )
; : : J $ 203,000 § 62,000 $141,000
Personnel Division | . ,
Human Relations Dept. - o
eDirector iy 1 10X 10X —— ——— $ 3,000 § 3,000 m— ~—~—— ————
Staff Devel. Dept,
o8pecialiets . 1 . X — X - 1,000 1,000 - -
Personnel |
.8.@:.':.17 ST | 13% 13% - - - 1,000 1 i i =
(re) 0.3) 5. 5,000 5,000
Teachers College ) _ . . :
Pacul 23 31X - 3x - 156,000 § 6,000 46,000 %
o) ' g 15: §.000 § 6.000 46,000 , . % 15,8%3
(r1R) 7.1)
Other bopart.mtl -
eoAdvisors 4 . 100X = b 100X 64,000 - o= -
(¥1R) (4.0) g 64,000
TOTALS (64.9) $1,505,000  $543,000

4

$794,000
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The secondary specialists in these mame fields supervised department

chlirporaonu.at.thcntcn.highunchooln.u However, the 15 staff members. . o

of the curriculum department titled "coordinators" (whose fields
ware science, physical oducation. art, music, home economica, and
industrial arts) spent a significant portfon of ‘their ti‘qe in ataff
development (54X), most of that vorking directly with individual.

classroom teachers.. .

The federal programl department had 30 staff members who were

-~

-engaged in staff development, 17 of them full time. The nearly two

dozen differsnt federal programs in Riverview each pontained specific

TN
.‘"-"\\.’A
R

staff development components. While two of tha progrnml concentrated
the staff development work of their program apccialiata on in-clacs
assistance to teachers, the predominant mode of staff development in
the federal programs was the district-wide workshop for teachers in-
volved in a particular program. Many of these workshops were carried
out by the Title I teacher {nservice center.

The office bf operations contained two departments whose staff

members spent a portion of their time assisting individual teachers

(gpecial education and vocational education). Also under the ou-

thority of the office of operations® were the five subdistrict offices

housing 10 cutriculum specialists These specialista worked primarily

with individual teachers, one group of specialists (reading clinic
coordinators) worked with students and also trained a small number of
other reading specialists for the district. '

- The magnet schools office was established witk both federal

‘and district funds to develop ten magnet schools and programs with
distinct curricular emphnses. These were ddsigned to attract stu-~
dents for school desegregation. A‘major‘staff-devglopment éffort,
existed in the magnet schools; each magnet progrém employed spe-
cialists who helped teachers develop their program's area of special
emphasis through in-class assistance and workshops. Also, the magnet
schools office ran a massive program of district-wide human relations
workshops for teachers} these worishops were part of the district's

desegregation effort,
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libility for coordinating
volopmcnt deparfment vas bding phnscd out and ran i fcwfvorkahopl

. The human relations dopart;nt vas buinnin; £o assume sone respon-

for new teachoro lnd uubstitutc toachorl Ono oocrottry in the , 

personnel officc PrOCOIIOd salary increase records for ecuchcrs re~"

latod %o the cducational croditl thcy earned.

Thc teachars' colloFc offered preservicc education courses for

Twenty ~three faculty members taught courses or led vorkshops for
graduato crcdit for the teachers in Riverview, The fnculty“m&mborl
involved were primarily supported by federal, state, wnd foundation
funds. | » | ‘

In a separete staff development program initiated by Ehc cen-
tral office, four'oi Riverview's teachers were specially. trained by
an independent teacher center to‘VOrk with'district teachers as in-
class advisors in eight schools. | '

Riverview enployed 124 people who led staff deveitpmcnt ac—
tivities. They constituted a work force of 64.9 FTE pgsitions and
cost $1.5 million in time sp&nt. Over half of this money (§794, 000

" came from federal funde) and the largest eomponenq of these: staff '

development prograns was operated by the federal programé.depagt—'
ﬁent . . . Y

Union School District's Stuff Devegopment Activities

The organizational chart of Union Scthl District shown in

ing with Seaside and Riverview. Five '"service areas' (managemeﬁk
inatructional, administr"lve, student development, and business)
were each headed by an associate superintendent and those associate
reported to the superintendent of schools. .In addition, six "de-
partments' reperted directly to the superintendent of schools, in-

cluding staff development and continuing education. A recent re-

-67- " p

_undergraduates and graduate courses for the diltnict_! tqgch!ri-_mn__

)

rkshops fB?'d.ncgroghéion. The staff de- .

P A

: Table 6 presents a third type of central office structure, contraot-

L ‘r
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orgeni:etion of tho central office, coupled with imminent court-'

~ structure, The continuing education department was’ subsumed under
Y. .. anew department  of ataff .develooment._.nt.up -to halp schools plan
‘and carry out desegregation. A human relations department was es-
. 4 tablished, but nad only one'lteff member who was working on a prq-

poual for federal desegregation funds. It was plnnned,&hgt the staff

development department would be eliminated after one,:eer [} servicn

to schools and thé human relations department would éevelop further

desegregation~re1ated activitiss. The fate of the one*perldntconJWA

. '~d ﬁl
tinuing education department that sponszé;drand coordinateé ptafes-
.
sional growth"ourses for teachers was uvficertain, and ite rehOurcel

: and number of offerings had been eteadily reduced in recent years of
’?inancial retrenchment.
There were five basic staff development activities carried out

by the central office staff in Union. They were: N

e administering and coordinating staff development activities

"o training the teams of specialists in the staff development
department

e developing desegregation plans with teachers ih local schools
° conducting district-wide workshops

o providing individual teachers with in-class assistance *

- One could argue that the year we studied Union‘s staff develop--
_ ment progams was atypical because of the tenporary nature of the

p 3 ‘ staff development office. Yet the rapid changes in the'Union School
District in the recent past brought by financial crises and court '
mandates defy efforts to point to a "typical" year for Union. In
réeponding to the.court mandetes, Union allocated millions of dollars
from the general fund budget to desegregation-related instructional
prograns. Also, the financial retrenchment of past %s had evap- .
orated the "1oose" money once available for stipends, rkshops; con-—

sultants, trevel, and professional growth " coyxses In the future,
,.Union is likely to see more federal dollars for desegregation, but

a decrease in the commitment of local funds to the desegregation_

\

effort.

'1;“}.[;- ot e

.‘ . ) e

orderad déleiregation, produced a number of lhiftl-in tﬁ; dictrieﬁ'l V“m””--"mimummd
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écntrn; office staff dovnl;pncnt leaders 1n Union. Table 9
© Tanalyzes’ thc staf? dtvclopnont programs cit?icd ‘out by Union's can= o T e
tral offica ltlff. ‘The staff dcvolopmont dopartmont had 26 full ~time

people: an assistant aupcrintondcnt who administered thc program;
-a dirccﬁor ro:ponaiblt for program planning and otaff training, gnd
24 specialists, whoﬁJero teachers, principalt,-and ccntral office
ataff apccifically recruited and truinod to assist schools in dese-
grcaation._ The 24 apocialista wvere arranged into four teuma. each
concentrating on a fourth of the schools undergoing dasegragation.
—“-*“4“““”m—_“f“”They—heipad~10qaiil hool—staff-develop- instructional-and-organiza—— —
: tional plans and d!i!uctgd workshops on probiem solving. ' | |

The‘continuing;oducation department consisted of one coordina-

tor who arr:nged profeacional"gtowth courses offered by the dis-
trict; those courses were taught by central offilce staff and coneul—
tants. He also coordinated student teacher placements with four
universities; in exchange the distgict received waivers of university
tuition for which district teachers might anply through this depart-'

ment.

L

were involved in staff development: curriculum, federal and state

three departments that

The instructional services division had

* programs, and career education. There were a total of 35 pgople in

these departments who carried out some form of gstaff development,
usually by leading workshops or assisting teachers in the classroom.
~Few of these people spent more than half their time doing staff de~
velopment. Two reading language arts resource teachers did spend

all their time working directly with classroom teachers on implement-

ing new curricula and improving teaching skills.

? The student development gservice divisgg had two departments

that were involved in staff development: adult education and special
~education. None of the 20 supervisors and specialists in these de-
partments fpent more than half their time on staff development. They
\ primarily worked with teachers in the classroom in their partfcular
| area of speciality. i _ :
.I | o .Unici emplpyed 82 central office staff who led staff develop-
ment activities. They constituted a_worﬁ force of 45.5 FTE positions

N >

£9
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TABLE 9.-- Costs (Staff Salaries and Bensfits) of Staff Development

Laaders in Central Office Departments Based on Percentags of Tims

Spent in snf_f Development Activities for the Union S8chool District

P

R ACTIVITIES
DIVISION/DEPARTMENT PERCENTAGE  XDMIN./ TEAM DRSEG. WORKSHOPS IN CLASS
OF TIME IN  COORD. TRAINING PLANS ASSIST.
STAFF DRV, 1
$taff Development Dept. 4 I
sAsst. Supt. 100X 100X -— - — ——
eDirector 100X 36X 15X 34X 1520
os;;gialint- 100% 10X 15% 22% L) S -~
(FTE) "
Continujng Ed. Dspt.
eCoordinator 100X 100X - - ——— ——
(FIE)
Instryuctional Sepvices
Division 4
Curriculum Dept.
sDirectors 21X - - -—— '} 4 17X
oCoord./Supervivors 24% — ——— ——— X 17X
eResource Teachers 100X = - —— —— 100X
(rIR)
Federal & State Programs .
eCoordinator 55% 10% ——— e 40X 5X
oSu grvitorl 18X . d—= - - -— 18%
)
Carser Rd. Dept.
oCoordinators 4 32% 3X - ——— 3 26X
eSupervisors (a) 4 50X — — —— 24X 26%
sSupervisors (b) 3 44% - —— a— -— 9% 35%
4,

(FTB)

0

STArr
DEVELOP-
MENT COSTS

$ 38,000
. 32,000

a0

$§ 33,000
’

$ 19,000
68,000
39,000

" GENERAL FEDERAL

i

§578,000

$ 33,000
 ¥35.560

¥ 126,000

$ 33,000
40,000
28,000

$ 126,000

$ 101,000

$ 101,000

L
N

i
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TABLE 9 (Cont'd)

DIVISION/DEPARTMENT

Student Development
Sexvices Division

Adult Ed. Dept.

ofupervisors
(FTR)

Spacial Ed. Dept.
dSuporvinorl

s;:illiltl

TOTALS (FTE)

pae Y
, A/
A

. 'Q‘&
ACTIVITIRS
NUMBER  PRRCENTAGE ADMIN./  TEAN DESEG.  WORKSHOPS  IN CLASS
OF STAFFr OF TIME IN  COORD, TRAINING PLANS ASSIST,
STAPF DEV, S
[ 32X — - — k} & 29X
( l . 6) '_/
7 44x - - --- 19% 25%
28% —— - - S 278, -
(5.3)° R
(45.5) . .
R
\
. %
S+,
’ * ¢ i
'f‘b‘
) A
N -

i

£
| v \“,
|
!
b
STAPY GENERAL  FEDERAL  OTRER ,
DEVELOP- FUND . FUWDS ruNDS
MENT COSTS ; E -
— i
! ;
L r
i '5‘
$ 43,000 —— * szaooo $ 22,000
$43,000 2. V11,000
_ I !
&8s, ooo ¢ 88,000 -
f-“ Y

4‘.0

~———.

—

31,080,555
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and cost a little more than'#l'hillion in time spent. Over 91X of
this money came from the general fudd and more than h.}{:;rthi-
money was spent on the special one-year staff development ams for
deuegp,gatidn. \

Cqmpariqx the Extent oL Staff Development
Conducted by the Central Office Staff

In comparing the extent to. which central office staffs of the

“three school districts engaged in ataff developmcnt, Table 10 pre-

sents two- difforonc rltios.m—By dividing the -number of- t.achcrs 1n S S S

each district by the number of staff development leaders, one obtainn

a ratio of teachers to staff development leadags. Seaside and River-

‘view were quite similiar w{th 31.2 and 33.1 teachers*>per staff de-

velopment leader, while Union had a much higher ratio, indicating a
relatively smaller number of staff development leaders per teacher
than the other ;wo districts. 7

The second ratio presented in Table 10 is based Yn the number

of full-time equivalent personnel (FTEs) committed to staff de-

-velopment activities. When the riumber of teachers imr-each district

is divided {y the FTE positions committed to staff development, one
can see that Riverview had a relativelyilérger‘1nvestment of time
fro% central office staff in staff dévelopment activities. Seaside
was second and Union a distant third, as ;hown in Table 10, .

The relative cost of thése staff development leaders and their

funding sources 1is shown in Table 11. Seaside and Union displéy

.similar patterns of fund sources, but Riverview is quite different.

. b ’
A much higher percentage of the money for staff development leaders

in Riverview came from federal funds (52.8X) as compared with the

other two districts, Riverview-also drew .a higher ,percentage of j/
staff development support from "other funds" than did Seaside and /””'A‘T
Uhion. These higher proportions of federal and other funds that ‘\k"

were spent on staff development in Riverview can be attributed.to

extensive staff development activities in the federally-funded Title

I and desegregation programs and the activities 'of the teachers' c¢ol-

lege faculty and foundation-funded programs. 9
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4 TABLE 10.-- Staff Davelopment Leaders Compared to Number -
of Teachers in the Three School Districts

’ " " Number of Teachers

Number of Staff

- —~—"Ratio of Teachers T

Development Leaders

to Staff Development
Leaders

Full Time Equivalent

(FTE) Staff Development
Leaders -

Ratio of -Teachers

to FTE Staff
Development Leaders

~73-

Seaside Riverview
School School
District District
- 5,300 4,100
170 124
31,2 33.1
71.3 64,9
74.3 63.2

)“4[-

D)

Union
School

District

4,200

82

45.5

92.3



'\‘\SABLE 11.-- Cost bt Staff Dcvoidpﬁcnt Loadcfﬁ
in the Three School Districts by Funding Source

_ Seaside
Funding School
_Source _District o

-

General Fund
Faderal Funds

Other Funds

Total

$1,542,000 ( 94.1%)
53,000 ( §.2%)

43,000 ( 2.6X)

Riverview

- School
| District |

+ ‘
§ 543,000 ( 36.1X)

794,000 ( 52.8%)

168,000 ( 11.2%)

Union
School

Distxdct

$ 972,000 4A—9T\4%)
66,000 ( 6.2%)

26,000 (

2.4%)

$1,638,000.(100.0%)

$1,505,000 (100.0%)

$1,064,000 (100.0%)
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There were two additional kind of costs associated with deading
staff development activities: inttisted by the central- dfficecz the -
fees paid to consultants to assist district staff in gﬂanning and
conducting staff development activitiaes -and the direct" e?ponsoo in-
curred in conducting activities (i.e., conference focl. travel to
conferences, dues for membership in profoaoional orgnailationl, publi-
cations nnd-training materials, workshop facilitioa, raental, equip-
ment, and pootlga). Riverview spent coneiderlbly more on consult;ntl'

than did the other two districts (Riverview $212,000; Seaside $158,000;

-Union.§48,000),. and. most_of it came from.federal funds.. Riverview . .. . .. . _ .

was also much higher in its spending on other direct costs for staff
development (Rivervieﬁ $175,000; Seaaide $42,000; and Union $11,000).

Again, most of this money came from federal funds.

Geaneral Patterns of Staff Development Activieies
Conducted by Central Office Staff

Responsibility for staff development in each district was dis-

persed among & number of people and departments. We found very few
attempts to coordinate the staff development activities of these di-
verse people. Frequently the staff development leaders were unaware
of the activities of their colleagues, even when these activities
plaoed demands for time agd energy on the same teachers. This wide
dispersal resulted from & number of political and educational in-

fluences, of which we will discuss the three most important.

?

-‘=_ Staff'Development as a Secondary Responsibility.

- Feb central office staff were explicitly charged with staff de-

. velopment responsibilities However, many central office staff mem-
. bers found that they had to carry out staff development to accomplish
" the major objectives of their job. Thus, staff development respon- ’

_ sibilities became important or sometimes predominant, but they grew

gradually and"’ were often-not formally recognized.

. For example, curriculum specialists have traditionally been

;charged with_developing curriculum plans and’ seeing that teachers

Vwcarry them outL;,For som¢, this meant a.primary emphasis on writing



| curriculum specialists evolved toward a '"staff development 0

curriculum guides and minimal forﬁililtic contact with teachers. For

‘othars, tha job slowly svolved to include more and varied direct work

with teachers, in which their curricular focus lomcﬁimcc became sec-
ondary.. These variations were possible because o! the remarkable au-
tonomy such lpecialistn often had 4in choosing how, when, and under what

conditionc they would work directly with teachers. Sihcc individual

tion" largely as an cutgrowth of their own particular jobph

.
unlikely that they would coordinate their work with colleagues in

-

other-departments-or-divisions. : e - R

External Pressures and Funding

-

Numerous pressures on schoal districts and central office staffs
generated needs for staff development activity, including federal
and state laws and regulations, court decisions, and citizen coén-
cerns. In Riverview, for example, the school dksegregation plan
involved human relations training and experimental educational pro-
grams. In Seaside,.the physical education department had to help
teachers comply with recent federal regulations concerning sex dis-
crimination. Also in Seaside, the state's Early Childhood Education
Program mandated community involvement in decision making, and cen-
tral office'staff_spént much-time helping Tlocal séhool staff develop

procedures to comply with state regulétioﬁs. Thus, many central of-

fice staff members responsible for particular program areas (e.g.,
physical education, early childhood educationlvbecame involved in
staff development.

In particular, the growth of categorical feaéral‘pfograms in
the last fifteen yecars has encouraged compartmentalized staff de-
velopment activities. Bilingual education, coﬁpensatory education,
and career education programs, for example, have included staff dé—
velopwent compo;ents. One person we intgrviewed said the effect has
been to establish a "du81>school system.'" Staff development experi~
ences funded by particular federai brograma serve only teachers or
schools involved %n these programs.h Programs with special funding

are often minimally coord}nated with other district programs offer-
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ing staff development; they sometimes "compete' for teacher time with

other staff development programs, usually with different abilities

to mandate toachir participation or reward it. 'If a lchoolhd(ltriét

,wichnn to institute a consistent staff dcvclopmcnt effort related

to aﬂparticulqr issue (e.g., reading improvement), 1t is hard to over-

comJ the fragmcntltion inherent in the dual system.
¥ 3 - | ,
Qgg;nizltional Pélitics - ‘
The way that central officc s‘ii(‘deVelopment was organized
_also reflected the process of political strategizing and bargaining

that is typical in any large organization. When a school superin-
tendent or other district official wanted to institute a new effort
in staff development,;they often aqsigned the ﬁrogram to the people
they felt were the most competént éb carry it out (or they assigned
it to friends or political allies) irrespective of the lines of re-
sponsibility in the organizational chart. ,Similarly, when Dewistéff
development programs were proposed, departments and divisions com-
peted to gain these new programs or'té minimize the threat the new
programs posed for their present programs.

The consequence of all these influences was to disperse respon-
sibility for étaff development widely in the central office. Middle
level leaders carried out staff development with great personal au-
tonomy and little planning, coordination, or communication. This

system was neither centralized in light of district-wide priorities

e

nor decisively decentralized to make it responsible to local schools.

>0
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SECTION 5. TEACHER PARTICIPATION IN SCHOOL-BASED
AND DISTRICT-WIDE STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

In'Section 4, ve discussed the nature of staff development
activities initiated by .central office staff and analyzed the
costs associated with participad!bn by central offiée ftaff in

staff development for teachers. In this section, Ve discull the

nature of staff development activities inftiated at the school

level. wﬁ\found-a marked difference between_the school diatricts

in the extent to which school-based staff development activities
AT

were enCQuraged In this sec?ion, we also anllyze the costs of

‘ all teacher participation in 8taff development (including parti-

cipatunx}n staff development experiences initiated at the school
level and in experiences initiated at the central officé level).

P

Four Types of Teacher Time

In fixing the costs of teacher participation in staff dee
velopment, it is necessary to distinguish four Categories of “teacher
time." First, much staff development occurs during what we have

called salaried work time Staff development activities dﬂfing o

salaried work time are part of the regular work day of the teacher,.

as reflected in teacher contracts. Further, they do not: involve

the payment of an additional stipend or of a paid substitute teacher. .
Regular teachers meetings, professional day%;tdepartment and team .
e

wmeetings, early dismissal of students, and t hers' planning periods
- present opportunities for staff development during salaried work
time. The arrangements that allow teachers to participate in staff
develogment during salaried work time sometimes involVe anothwr/
Q{is pember 'covering" a teacher 8 class, but only if the ad~ |
e ministrator, aide, other teacher, etc who covers the class 18

not a specially paid substitute and covers the class as part of his

~



‘regular duties.

-pay to cover a teacher 8 class,

The cost to the district of ularied vork time
for staff development conliltl of the lﬁlary and benefits paid for “.
that a‘he, thus, if a teacher spent !X of her lglaried work time, par- | e
ticipating in etaff devdlopment, we would charge 5% of her~aalary plua
benefits to staff development. . . 7
substitute release time consists of time spent in staff

development activities while a substitute teacher receives special

'Second.

To be conaervative in our

-of staff develophent costs; -we- have inc&uded~on1y the-cost- of Ehe~~~mm~m~uiwm~-~~~#'

subatitute 8 time as a cost for staff development activities en-—
tailing aubatituteyrelease time. _ ' . A <

Third, stipend time cbnaista of, time outside the aalaried work

contract for which a teacher is

The cost of thia tine - to

period designated in the teachers'
paid additional money beyond his salary.
‘the achool district then is the cost of the teacher stipend.

Fourth some staff dewelopment takes place during the teacher 8 o

o
personal time
sponsored workshop on a Qaturday“for exam?1e4~and~ia not paid extra4

Since the

I1f a ‘teacher takes a university course or district

this staff devglopment activity involvea personal time.

’study vas focused on staff development costs incurred by echool ;

. Of course, when t
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-development,.the district'can ‘tncur other typea of costs.
- leads to a_ subsefuent ‘salary increase, this salary‘increase is a

" are distussed Ao Sectiort 6. )

: Bchqol level

districts, the coi:f personal time is not included in the study.ﬁ ’ :
ers use personal time to paxticipate in staff '
Leaders .

for workshops held during personal time must be paid And 1if the

o« -
teacher receives credit for participating in such a workshop~that'
staff development cost to the school district that must be analyzed *
(Costs of salapy increases for participation in sta‘f development

Y :‘- chool Level Staff Development Activities g

.
.

. Y In carrying out the study, we dietingulshed between staff
development aet&wities initiated at’the Central office (or aub—
dis\:rict) level an“ataff development activitiea initiated at ‘the .

Aa indlcated belbww there Were marked differencea
. . <
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v

among the three districts in-the- extent to: which eteff development -
activitie. initiated at the school level were encouraged within
the district, \

We conducted the study of Seaside first, and we did not
nharply distinguish nchool ~initiated versus central office-initiated
activities in our iné‘rviewo with teachers ‘and principals. Thul, ‘

-tfe'tatimates wve arrived: at about the extent of school- initiated

.activities in Seaside are based on a lubaequent review of our

wﬁieldwnotea;—we~feelfeonfidentmthatmourmobservationamabout“generalmmm_m_"mimm_l_mur

patterns of school-initiated activity'in Seaside are correct, but
_quantitative‘estimates of time'apent are based on an.analysis after

the facg By the.time we began the~studies of Riverview and Union,

the distinction between school- initiated and central office-ini-

-tiated ‘activities was clearly built into our data collection activ-

- +ities, so ,that we provide more detailed quantitative breakdcwns con-

cerning gchool initiated activities. for R*verview and Union.

’,

R Esfimating Teacher Participation in
' . Staff Development Activities

~N

Section 2 describes the methods that we employed in select—
ing a ssmple of schools at which to llect information about
school~- initiated staff development‘E/: about the amount oftteacher
time spent on sll types of staff development. In each School dis- :
trict, we visited: a sample of the major types of schoblp (elementsryﬁ
junior'high high school, elementary magnet, etc.), interviewing .
, the principal, severaJ teachers, and other sdminiétrative staff in- , ‘
volved in staff development. From ihformstion gathered at the sam-
pied schools (which was crosd checked and reconciled with informa- f
tion gathered from the central office), we .estimated the extent of
school - based staff development and of total teacher time in staff
development Procedures for this estimstion process are described

in Section 2 and in’ Appendix G.

~

Below, we discuss the pstterns we found in each district

-~

Seaside Scheol District's Staff Development Activities

There yas a general commitment to staff development in the Seaside

A



. h " School District. Time was set aside in the yearly calendar during

‘ ‘ | which local schools could initiate their own staff development ac;
tivitics, nany central office staff worked closely with building
level staff to develop these uctivitis . School district norms ex-
pected teachers to participate in pri@ssional re:ponlibilitics be-
yond the teaching day, and this was allj ucknowlédgcd in the
teachers contract, which officiallx designated an eight- houczworkday
even th0ugh the regular schgol da spa only six and a half hours.

AT e e - e TR Y B tAtE “polTcten fostere‘*

A state—supported early childhood ‘educatton program required early

dismissal for staff development once a week. Local schools had con-
siderable control over some state’'funds going to thc distriét’for'
compensatory education, early childhood education, and other special
programs' many schoqQls used part of this money for staff development.

Types of staff development activitieg largely arranged at gge
local level in Seaside included: |

x ' @ Visitations: teachers observed other teachers, schools,
° demonstration lessons, special projects, etc.

« . e Staff and department medtings: portions qf faculty meet-
. , ings during the school year were used for staff develop-
f’ ) ment . ) .
S . . ® Shortened day worksh#yps: some schools had programs that
dismissed students early on certain days so that staff
developmefit workshops coudd take place at the school. (e.8.,
early childhood education programs had early dismissal one
" day per week). '

° Professional growth day workshops: teachers were paid to
prepare for the opening of school for three days before
students were present and for one day between semesters;

. part of this time was used for workshops and’ seminars at

’ . the ‘schools. i C ¢

° Other workshops and courses: the distrigt operated an ex-
tensive set of workshops:and courses which, along- with i
, many of the other staff development activities, vould
Y . --qualify a teacher for salary increases. -

e Planning meetings district and building committeee fre- . f';

. quently developed new programs with the. help of central .
gy | " office’staff and consultants. : -

While we.have chpsen to call these six types of‘éctivitiés'

v‘ ' ) W . ‘ . T . * . ' . ' g

school=based staff-development -



.

school-based staff development, only "staff and department meetings"
and "viaitationl were entirely school-based; each of the others en-
tailed some district-wide sessions. However, the predominnnt mode

of all six typess was school-based., e -

Y
’

Teacher participation in staff development activities ih

Seaside. Table 12 summarizes the data obtained from our interviews

“in the sampled acnools in Seaside. It shows the number of tenchera

_at~each school, the total salaried work time hour. (number of teachers

times the 1440 howr work year), total staff dcvelopment hours used,
the percentage of time entailed in staff development, and the break-
down of the staff development hours into the aix major types of ac-
.tivities listed above. Quite a- variation is ahown among the five
elementary schools we sampled in percentage ‘of time apent in staff
deveiopment (from 18.31% to 2.42%). In the firs¥ elementary school
sampled, the principal was making extensive~use of every opportunity
. for staff development (e. g., promoting visitations, bringing in con-
sultants to faculty meetings, using all the shortened school day
-time, etc. ), while the principal 4in the fifth elementary school was.
..doing little to promote staff development.

The subtotals for each of the three different types of schools
show that considerably more salaried work time was spent in staff
development at the elementary echoolsl(8.222) as compared with the
junior and senior high schools (5.84X and.5.702, respectively).' v
‘While the secondary school teachers spent somewhat more time on
the average in the '"other workshops and courses" than did the ele- :
nentary school teachers, the "shortened day workshops” and-the exte&é’
sive use of “"staff department meetings' by some elementary school
prihcipals for staff,development appears to have produced the higher
.percentage S - i._gtf'

: Overall percentages of salaried work time spent in staff ‘de-
yelopment ac tfh sampked ilementary, junior high, and senior high
schoola were used to- estimate the total houra and the average hours

per year that t chers spents n staff aevelopment in’ §eaaige these

calculationa of time spent are shqwn in Table 27 in Appendix a} These
» . , S
r"" -’ < )
- ‘4(‘\ , . ' . L .
s N ] T Y .
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" TABLE 12.~-8alaried Work Time Teachers Spent in School-Based Gtaff .
Developmant Activities in the Sampled Schools of the Seaside

8chool District ) - ,
STAFF DEVELOPNENT AGPIVITIES (IN NOURS)
SCHOOLS BAMPLED  NUMBER OF  TOTAL HRS. TOTAL STAFF PERCENTAGR | VISTTA— — STAFF/ .- SHORTEN PROF, YRR PLANNING
; TEACHERS SALARIED DEVELOP - STAPY . TATIONS- DEPT, DAY WORK-  GROWTH DAY WORKSHOPE  MERTINGS
WORK TIME  MENT HRS.  DEVELOPMENT MEETINGS 8HO? WORKSHOP & COURSES .
Firet Klam. Sch. ' 11 15,840 2,901 . 18,31X 415 830 1,320 286 — Sy
Sacond Rlem. Sch. 14 20,160 1,512 7.50% - 1,120 - 6 28 -
Third Elem. Sch, © o33 47,520 5,858 12.3% 545 2,640 - 858 1,695 120
Fourth Elem. 8ch, ©18 25,920 1,647 6,35 <36 —- 900 R 1)1 — 360
‘PAfth Elem. Sch, 13 50,400 1,220 2,62% 75 350 350 328 - — 1
‘Subtotal N 111 159,840 13,138 8.22% 1,071 . 4,990 2,780 2,087 1,723 487
Firet"Jr. High 100 144,000 9,860 6.85%| 1,260 2,000 - 2,600 3,642 338
Second Jr, High 60 86,400 3,592 4.16X | - - 240 == ~—- 1,560 1,684 . 108
b 8 160 230,400 13,452 . 5.84% 1,500 2,000 —— 4,160 5,326 466
& | _ : . : L |
Firet 8r. High . 83 122,400 8,460 6.91% —— 1,700 - 2,210 4,250 300
Sacond Sr. High 67 -.96,480 4,024 fosan 40 + _1,003 o 1,742 1,101 136
Subtotal 152 218,880 - 12,484 . 5.70% 40 . ¥ 2,708 — 3,952 s,351 436 -




\
»

_stipends.

, same percentages were used to calculatc the cost of this salaried
work-time as shown in Table 28 in Appondix A. Tablc 13 lummarizcl

these calculations indicating the total hours per ycar tcachorn spent

on staff developﬁcnt during salaried work time and the costs of/ this .

Ve
time. Tablc 13- also shows the total hours and costs of teacher time
wvhen paid substitute teachers or stipends were employed. Over 93X -
of the time that teachers in Seaside spent in It}ff development ‘was

duting salaried work time without the use ,of substitute teachers or

- . S e e y — . T

Riverview School District's School-
Based Staff Development Activities

In Riverview almost all staff devéiopment resulted from pro-
grams initiated by the central office and subdistrict office staff.
Leadership at the school level for staff develdpment was not gan—
erally encouraged and school-based staff development was virtually
nonexistent. In many cases such local school initiative was im-
possible because the schedule was filled with numerous voluntary
and mandatory activities sponsored by central office departments.
As with Seaside, we f0und great differences in the level of interest
in staff development among school principals in Riverview. However,
there was little variation among schools in the percentage of|sal:§
aried work time devoted o school-based staff development. Even
those principals with high interest did not have much "space' for
fnitiating school-based staff development. Principals interested
in staf} develppment for their teachers generally encouraged them
to takeé advantage of the many district-sponsored activities.

The school-based staff development activities that did exist

in Riverside incluaed:

o Staff and department meetings: portions of faculty meetings
during the school year were used for staff development.

e Visitations: teachers observed other teachers or schools.

e In-class assistance: principals or instructional coordina-
tors helped teachers in their classrooms.

e School-based workshops; some schools brought in consul—
tants or district specialists for workshops. ’

g

’



TABLE 13.~--Cost of Teachers' Staff Development
Time in the Seaside School District,

..
W )
e TStal Hours ) o
‘ Per Year . - __Cost
Salaried Work Time 539,409 ’ $5,799,00b T
Sﬁbatitute Released
Time* 31,400 157,000
Stipend Time* 4,400 27,000
Total 575,209 $5,983,000
N
- . . Q‘

*Time and cost- data were provided for all teachers in the school
district by the central office.

I



" Teacher pu‘tici}ltion in outf dcvilopmlnt ‘activities in

Riverviev. Table 14 shows the very limitod school~based activ-
ities that occurred during teachers' salaried work time in the
sampled schools in Riverview. Because of the largc numbon of federal
programs in Riverview staff development components, Table 14 (and
subsequent arialyses) analyze-ltaff development activities for dis-
trict and federally-funded teachers separately. The subtotal per-
centages for school-based staff development agong district and
A —federally-funded elementary teachers—and-t he-high-school-teachers — —— ——
' was used to estimate the total and average'hours per Yeaar teachers
spent in school-based staff. development (see Table 29 in Appendix A).
The district-wide staff development lctivitiel sponaored by 4
the central office staff in Riverview are shown in Table 15. Cen-
tral office specialists made extensive use of inservice days, cur=
riculum workshops, and general workshops to pregent new curricula
and teaching ideas to teachersl Also, teacherg were given time off
to attend the yearly teachers' convention to promote proféssional
growth. The six reading clinics traineaareading epecialfsts in ad-
dition to serving children. The distinction between district-paid
and federally-funded teaching positions was important to make be-
cause many workshops- were sponsored by the federal programs de-
‘ partment for only-the federally funded teachers.--
¢ N Three tables in Appendix A show calculations for the time
y‘and cost of salaried work time in staff development in Riverview
Table 30 presents the combined total of s¢hool- based and di;trict—
wide staff developmant hours and calcu{aceg*;he percentage of sal-
aried work time they'represented ’ It can be séen that, as in Sea-
side, elementary teachers tended to- spend more time 1n staff de-
velopment than‘did secondary teachers (although the percentages are
much smaller than. 1n Seasidt) N Also thie federally—fnnded teachers
received proportibnately more staff development time than the dis-
trict- funded teachers Table 31 uses these percentages to calcu~
1aii the total and the averdge hours spent by the different types

of teachers in sa]fried work time in staff development Table

‘

' | e 0

&
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TABLE 14 .--Salariéd Work Tiwe Teachers Spent in School ~Based
Staff Development Activitiee in the Sawpled 8chools of the
Riverview School Dietrikt

-
TOTAL STAFF PERCENTAGE | STAPPR/ VISITA-
DEVELOP- | STARY DEPT. TIONS
MENT HRS, DEVELOPMENT | MEETINGS '

3 .01X - 3

0 .00% - -

377 1.22% 91 12

105- .83% 64 9

72 - .30% 61 11

18 .26% 18 -

8 08X 8 -

1 .02% 1 .-

47 16X 28 L}

8 .09X 3 5

7 . 06X ‘ - 7

48 1.70% " ‘8

. 14 .03% - -

0« . 00X - -

159 49X 156 -

533 1. 91X 269 3 14

%5 ag; 130 32

. 1,467 .53 740 B4

o,f"_ 180 .. 42% 86 62

952 .91% 222 -

.o 1550 . 68X 612 28
125‘ TR - 35

1,727 .54 © 163

SCHOOLS SAMPLED. TEACHER - NUMBER OF  TOTAL HRS.
FUNDING TRACHERS SALARIED
WORK TIME
. v . 2
Pirst Klem. Sch, District 20 28,180
Federal 1.5 2,114
Second Elem. 8ch. Dietrict ;2 . 30,998
) Federal 9 . 12,681
Third Elem. Sch. District 17 23,953
Federal L] 7,048
.Pourth Elem. Sch.  District 12.6 17,753
_ .. Federal 3 4,227
L - Fifth Elew. Sch.-, District 21 29,589
'8 et e Yaderal .6 8,454
Sixth n.-"éc'i\” o Dimeste.. 9 12,681
e Rl ¢ 7 2 2,818
;.0 e .
s.vmtr{’.nq-.osch SODfeerter . o o2 40,861
o R % p ‘o _-.. . F’ﬁ.l"l . T . .Q' A 5)636
ngheh Eluq sa\,_ oou;r*ec '._’-, - ka8 32,548
Ninth Elex.. sch\-".“em-mqt_.-' . 19,9 - 28,039
Ténth Elem. Sch. Diskrict . ‘2l 7"-;-: . 30575
Subtotal District "- 19,5,30 ) 2.75 177
Federal 30«5’ 6.2 97~5°
oo o.--'
« .. Firet High 8ch. Disweict 73-}§ij;35 LOA 26@
Second High 8ch. _Dietrict AP Y TN 95k&L2
Third High 8ch. Diltr&ct\ 84 118,356
Subtotal Bistrict 318,434

q1

226

L

A
5

——XAIY_DEVEIOPNENT ACTIVIXINS (IN NWOUAS)

A

© 8CHOOL

IN-CLASS
ASSISTANCE  BOARD
_ WORKSHOPS
4 270
s 27
- \. 17
14
- 3 -
252 -
83 -
356 287
5 27
360 370
10 - -
30 —_—
460 370
’.‘)
f
’ {
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.E 15.--Salaried Work Time Teachers Spent in
crict~Wide Staff Development Activities During
School Year in the Riverview School District

Total Staff Development Activities (In Hoﬁrs)

District-wide - = —_——

Staff Dev't Inservice ‘Teachers' Reading Curriculum General

(In Hours) Day Training Convention Clinic Workshops Workshops
. School |
chers
District 71,961 18,172 18,172 13,662 8,204 13,751
Federal 16,910 3,108 3,108 -, 7,620 3,074
School
chers . 18,162 8,001 8,001 - 2,160 -

* \
e 107,033 ' - | o
- T - .
///// , s - C . B
: ' . ¥ s ot . 1 - it
N » . '
’ 93 -




-

uses thess percentages to cnlculitc;tho costs of this time in
_ oalaries and benefits.
T;ble 16 summarizes the total time and total cost data for
the three different arrangements of teachers' time in staff dcvelop-
ment (salaried work time, substitute release time, and stipend time) ©’
In contrast to Seaside (where 93% of the total of* teachers staff de-
velopment hours was from salaried woczjtime), 50% of the total hours E‘

o spent on staff development {n Riverview were in salaried work tinme

e s e g g bout 37X were~ in~stipend-timei— -And;—-as-we-have-seen;-puch-lees-—-* =
time overall was spent in staff development in Riverview than in I
Seaside. As will be discussed in the next section on incentives
for staff development, the relatively large amount of time thdt )
Riverview teachers spent in staff development activities for-: which
they were reimbursed by stipends was related to the aistricl’s school

- desegregation effort.

Union Schooi District's School-Based
Staff Development Activities

In Union we documented’ two major sources of school-based staff
developnient activities: (1) those related: to the desegregation ef~
forts of the staff development teams and (2) voluntary after-school
planning and program developmeht fostered by principals, supervisors,

{ and teachers themeelves.? Pronounced collegiality existed in many
of the small geog;aphically dispersed schools in Union, and it ap-
.peared Ehat school building staffs had decided to rely mbre on one
-another as the financial resources of the district becatne tighter ‘
and loose money for staff development experttnces disappeared. L

The types of schoolvbased staff development activities we *
found in the sampled schools included:

o Staff and department meetings: portions of the faculty

meetings during the school year used for staff development.

) p&ngnieg meetings: district.and building committees, and
groups of teachers convened to plan program CUrricula,
etc. (e.g., the meetings with staff development special-

ists to develop local desegregation plans).
y , -

-92- ' —
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TABLE 16.-~Cost of Teacheys' Staff Development Time in | 3‘

the Riverview School District

Total Hours

' . Par Year
Salaried Work Time 137,133
Substitute Released : _ , :

'm'Tiﬁéﬁ'“m“““'_“\“” L__“""'"28Y884"“"T'““"
Stipend Time * -~ 95,333
Total - 261,350
""‘7-\ VS
N d
v S _\'\. .‘ | '
. N
, ’ .

schoo} district by thg ceatral office

$2,196,000 -

" *Time af¥ cost data were provided for nll teachers in the

.'_l_
Cost ?
$1,492,000
e e ——— __._1_.32.;:000__._,__...__. — __..____:. . S
572,000

L
PNRIE
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o“isitatioaa: teachers obncrving othcr tanchora, achoola.__u.u..muum

and programs.

] In-class assistance: teachers rccciving direct assistance
or feedbatk from lp.Cilliltl, luporvilorl, or principall
on’ 1nltructiona1 matter.”

]

° Scﬂool-balcd workshops: sessions arrangcd by the principala
' and teachcrl for their local lchool.

° Staff dtvclopmcnt days: alternating lchooll d-votinj one
full day each month to staff development sessions at the-
school. v

— - e e e s o

Teacher;participation in ltlff dcvclqpmcnt activities in

Union. Table 17 summarizes the data obtained from our interviews

in the sampled schools in Union. It shows the time spent on staff

~ development: by distri¢t-funded and fedetilly-fuﬁdcd'tiaehcra at each

sampled school in the six types of staff development activities
listed above. Six,kinds of schools were sampled (elementlry; junior
high, senior high' alternative, special, and cdrher'achoolu) 80

that differences in the extent of school-based staff devclopmen% ac-
tiviQy cou;d be noted.

' Whileﬁibere is .much more school-based staff devé}opment in
Unfon's schools than in Riverview's,/the percentages f:ll far short
of those for Seaside. Only in the alterﬁative and career schools
(which placed special -emphasis on staff development because of the
experid‘ntal nature of the schools' programs) do teachers spend more
than 5% of salaried work time in staff development. Table 33 in Ap-
pendix A uses the average percentages for salaried work time spent
in school-based staff development to calculate tﬁe total and the.
average hoGrs per year a teacher at each of these kinds of schoolsf
spent in staff development. Table'34 in Appendix A calculates the
salaried work time in school-based staff development for all dig~
trict and federally-funded teachefs and shows that teachers in both
groups spent about the game percentage of time in sgaff development
(less than 3%) ¢ | ;

Time spent in distriet—wide sﬁaff-de;elopmen; activities spon-
sored by the ceptral office staff gn Uniop is shown'iﬁ Table 18. This

table indicates that proportionately more time was spent by federally-

ﬁf’ ,. ' ()Gy | * "

o
S
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TABLR 17.--8alaried Work Time Teachers Spant in School-Based
Staff{ Developmant

N

tivities in the Union School District

-g6_

SCHOOLS SAMPLED TEACHER
FUNDING
Piruo\llc-. ch.- District
Federal
Second Klem. 8ch, District
' Federal
Third Klem. Sch, District
Fedaral
Pourth Klem. Sch. District
Pederal
PAifth Klem. Sch. District
. Faderal
«  8ixth Klem. Sch. District
Federal
Saventh Rlem. Sch, Distridt
. ishth Elem, Bch. District
“Ninth Eles. Sch. District
Tenth Elem, Sch. District
Rleventh Elem. Sch. District
Subtotal D;ltricti )
Fedaral
First Jr. H.8. District
Second Jr. H,.8. District
Federal
Subtotal District
Federal
" riret Sr. H.S. District
Second 8r, H.8. District
Subtotal District
Alternative Sch.  District
> Feaderal
Specisl Sch. Dist. District
Carder Sch. Dist.  District

Q5

IToxt Provided by ERI

STAFF- DEVELOPN m gcrxvy_il! (I ;owtl)

) \ :
NUMBER OF  TOTAL HRS. TOTAL STAFF  PERC STAFF/ PLANNING VISITA- IN-CLASS $CHOOL STAF? DEVEL-
TRACHRRS SALARIED  DEVELOP- “;‘;’{‘,:“‘ DEPT. NEETINGS TIONS  ASSISTANCE  DOARD OMONT DAYS
: WORK TIME NENT HRS. DEVELOPMENT MRETINGS ' SRR : - WORKSHOPS WORKSIOPS
15.5 22,785, 540 2.37x no A ? i:} 2: —
3.3 3,143 180 3.50% 0 e - -
/
18 " 26,460 305 1.91% 360 ' - —— 37 108 —
’

. 18 26,460 401" 1.52% s gb, 180 -~ - 141 -
4 5,880 87 i 1,48% R .16 — ——— 83 ——

18 264460 747 2.82% 108 241 3 178 220 ‘ ———

2 2,940 83 2.82% RS ¥4 » 13 — 13 Al ———

12 17,640 382 2.,00% — 134 - L 60 158 —

2 2,940 34 1.16% - - Y ad | 5 29 —
19 27,930 884 3.17% ;o 288 113 . — 390 94 . —

1 1,470 47 3.20% S/ s 15 - 13 A —

10 14,700 302 2.05% /80 61 ——— 60 . 101 —

/

. 14 20,580 390. 1.90% ,/-: R 12? e 126 138 —
16 23,520 380 1.62% - 85 - 204 91: ——

18 26,460 S4S 2.06% o~ 162 33 180 170 ——

. \}

10 14,700 s 3.89% 100_ A3 = 193 814 e
168.5 247,695 5,618 2.27% 1,323 1,236 43 1,618 ° 1,398 |-
17.5- 25,725 511 2.224 ® 213 46 — 164 s —

| . oL : . -

32, ‘47,040 639 1.36% 192 183 18 39 183 —

36 52,920 1,736 3.28% 900 104 13 sod 113 —

68 99,968 - 2,375 2.38% 1,092 289 131 563 300 —-

2” 2,948 98 3.33% 30 6 - 28 1 —

51 74,970 1,518 . 2.02% - 337 561 - 198" 62’ ———

27 .. 39,690 1,215 %ox 324 218 120 144 ===

78 114,660 2,793 2.44% 661 573 75 913 569 ——

18 -~ 26,460 3 6‘2'1 " 1428 270 A9 —— 888 464 1,350

1 4410 "503 11:41% 43 ‘' - 148 n 223

13 7 19,110 644 3.37% ——— 16) 8 227 246 —

AS 66,150 3,825 5.33% - 1,030 480 780 | 1,218 —

as



TABLE 18:--Salaried

il

rk Time Tcaehoro Spent .in l)ilt:r:lct:-.--""»~ o

Wide Staff Development Activities Duting the School Year 7 .

by Funding Sourcc in tho Uuion School Dtntriet

» -

!

. .‘ ‘T~o..tli b )
Teuchers' District-Wide
Funding Staff Dey't
Source (In Hours)
District 14,945
Federal 15,568
Totad 30,513

‘ i@]-' ' |
£ .
PR

s .

K o ._‘ '_ . ,
' /l . /

Staff DQVQ&Q&!‘QC Activiticn<§_n Kdura)

" Teachars' S Dili;tcgation Gonttsl
gguvontion : - Hor!!hog- Workahogl
3,938 . 7,509 2,985
375 1,242 7,108,
B A
ki
A
. A4 ft



fdbdpd toachcrl in dinttict-vidc uta!! dcvnlopnont than by dintrict-

vclopmont time equally bctvc.n the ,two types of teachers. The de-
_segregativn uorknhop'_hclq by the staff develophent Op!;iqli!tl !ff .
fected thc federal teachers somewhat more heavily because all of the
¢ - schools rpcciving Title I funds (and honcc having federally-funded
teachers) were involvod id dclegregation, vhereas some of the non-
Title I schcols were not desegregating. Howevar, there were a very

‘large’ numbcr of curriculum and general workshops held- exclusively

funded toachcrn. The ltat"tcabhcru convcntion affected staff de-

for the 220 federally-fundbd teachers, with each teacher. spapding
over 60 hours during the year it such workéhops (compared to less
o by district-paid teachers). >
v ' Three tables in Appendix A show calculations for the time
o and cost of salaried work time in staff development for Union teadh-~
ers. Table 35 combines the hours spent in school- ba;ed and dist ct-
wide staff developmeut and shows thé higher percentlge of time that
‘federally funded teachers spenf in staff development (7.70% vs. '
N .2.85X for district-funded teachers). Table 36 tranaformg these per-
+  centages into hotrs per'year and shows the ouerlll péréentage of
staff development time spent by Union teachers. Table 37 shows how
the-kqsfs of this staff development time w;p'computod.
' " Table,l{lsummarizea the total time and‘cout data for the
: three different arrangements for teacher time in staff'development
(salaried work time, aubstituta release time, and stipend time)..
As in Seaside, over 90% of the total hours per year that Union s
- teachers spent in staff development Was dur{ng salaried®wark time.

.

Comparing;the Ext_n; of Teacher Participation -
in Stlf(_Der}gpment .

The previous anllysea showed that the‘Seaside School Dis-
- 4
trict's pattern of providing staff development activities for .
@tachers was markedly different from those of Riverview and Union.

Table 20 indicates the average amount of time a teacher in each

district épent'in the three different arrangements for staff de-

Ly

o , S -97-

than one hour during.the Year spent in these two types of workshops =
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TABLE 19,-~Cost of Tcuchort'ﬁStat! Development ) . (;’
. Time in the Union School District . )
l . ; L ] c
. \
e ' PR »
. - ’ Total Hours : ' )
N ' Per Year Cost '
Salaried Work Time' ’ 191,818 $2,229,000
. [ 4
Substitute Release A , : ‘.
Time# N 14,800 74,000
. . Stipend Time* - 4,500. 27,000 .
t l : i
Total 211,118 $2,330,000 ' vy ‘
o \
R ' .
/ e . ‘
/
t N
*Time and cost data were provided for all tedchers in «
the school district by the certral office,
‘ n
¢ ?
_ o .
v \
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'S;laribd Work‘Timc

Substitute Release Time .

_Stipend.Time

—

\ Yy

“+

Seaside
$chool- v
-Di.trict
101.71

5,92

108.46 |

. \ﬂ ‘
{
, A
\3 !
f99-
~ o7 (

" TABLE 20.--Average Number of Hours per Teacher Spent in 8;:;}, .
- -Development - during the School Year in the. Thres 8chool Districts .. R

Riverview
School

District
33,45

" 7.04

23.25

63.74

District .




in staff dcvcloppant, vhile a Riverview teacher spent 64 houro
and a Union tqgchcr spent 50 hour.. Thus, Seasids teachers spent.,
roughly twice ao much tim‘ on - stafsf dovorbbmcnt as conparcé with .

teachers in Rdvcrvicw and Union. A : .

Major.diffcronceo in the use of salaried work timc and sti-
pond time are also apparent. In- S.aoid. over' 100 hours per year

was spent by an average teachoﬂ in staff devolopment during salaried

work time. Teacher.~£h Riverview spent only 33 hours during salaried

___vc!opaont. On the avdragc a tcuchar in Scaoidc opcnt 108 s '

——_

‘different cost implicaﬁions for a"district. Theoietically, the

work time and teachers in Union only 46 hours. Rowever, Rivegview
paid for ovcr 23 hours per teachor in stipend tidi for staff de-
velopment, compared to only about an hour a year pgr teacher in
Seaside and Union. Rivefview also paid for more substitute re-
leasf time than did the otﬁpr two, but the difference was not large.
Table 21 shows how much these different amountl of teacher
time cost the school district.._ It should be noted that these three
arrahgements for staff developmént analyzed. in Table 21 (1.e., sal-
aried work time, suﬁstitutg release time, and stipend time) have
salaried work time that teachers spend in staff develgpment can

be increased within some limits without adding any additional ' cost

- to the sghool district, hecause the professional staff are given

fixed salaries for a contracted work day and work year. How much
of this time is spent in staff development is a matter of some
discretion. A'district is usually bound by state.code to provide

a certain numbev of hours of instruction for students and by teach—

are some hours of salaried work time in the school year that can

er agreements to allow feacher preparation time, etc., but there
)

-ysed for staff_development by teachersf However, substitute teach-
_er release time and stipend time ar® "additional costs" to a school

district, which can be incrgased only by allocating addibional monies.

From this perspective, Riverview and Uniom were using lesn
of the time §Vailab1e to t:fm for staff development within the
salaried work time of teac ers‘than whs Seaside. ‘Also, Riverwiaw

" was attemﬁting to generate.hore~tiﬁe for staff develbpment by paying

-

- -160- 1 f) ’}
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' TAELE 21, -~Cost of Teachers' fim‘ éﬁcht in Staff Development

»

in the Three 8chpol Districts
{ ”
. . Seaside Riverview ~ Union
" ’ School Y . “chool Schoolk
< _ . District ' . District . District
Salaried Work Time $5,779,000 . $1,492,000-' | $2,229,000
Substitute Release , - e
Time* 157,000 132,000 . 74,000
: . Van) . ~ . . -
Stipend Time* ' 27,000 S~ 572,000 27,000
Total $5,983,000 - $2,196,000 - . $2,330,800
.‘ “
Q
. . » / \ o
. ? ¢ A}
] N\
. \
5

"*Costs are based on salariés and benefits paid to the substitute teachers hired
‘to release classroom teachaers for staff development. : '

**Cogts are only for the actual stipends paid.’

[
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tonchors ‘stipands, which cost thc di-trict 8572 000, for time bc o
yond the teachers' contract. Thc 1mp11cationo of such policies 111

‘be cxamined in the di-cullion of incontivcl for participation in
. staff development in the next ooction.',-- Ce e S EE
’ ‘ ’ | ' :_. : ‘ I
Patternc of Teacher Participation in School ngcd , )
vs. Districe-Wide Activities - . 1

The three school diotrictl studied showed several differqncds o )
in thc configuration of staff developmcnt activitiea in which teaqh~

T ers participated. In Seaside the Targe number of central office ‘
- staff members involved in stlff development both initiated their s jf - nJ
own activitiea and suppfirted activities initiated at the school ﬁ
level. Riverview alao had"a large group of central office people %
doing staff development, but their work vas definitely not focused:
on the\local schools. Their activity ‘was district~wide, focusing_%
on topics and needs determined by these largely autonomoul special%

ists. :Virtually no school-based staff.development existed in Riverr

view, ‘ o - | |
' In Union, financial pressures had reduced.much of the dis- ;
trict-wide staff development activity.for teachers, efcept for E
those involved in‘federal programs A new initiatin ih desegre—_”i
- gation (supported by distriet funds during the year Btudied) did f
encourage some school based staff. development In addition, the gx
\\\\ reduction of central office sponsoring staff deyelopment activities:
seemed to have been replaced" by some school-based activities gen—'
erated by teachers and principals in the relatively small, geOgraph— o
ically dispersed schools. \ _ f ,
\“Reviewing the patterns across all three districts, we found _
that the following factors either encouraged or discouraged staff L

development initiative at the school level:
Y | District scheduling that allOWed time for schoo‘-initi- ' v
" ated staf{ development strongly encouraged it. . o .

J . e Structuri g the jobs of céntral office staff so that they
.included responding to needs identified by local schools

encouraged school-initiated staff development. '
. ¢

A -102- 105 o R
“e v ; ; _ ? - . . . - p




7 .
D;cgntr.liz;xion gt budgctin; nnd plannin;*dacilionn to

the nchool level encouraged lchool—initiutod staff dc-

' volopuont. St ' .
" e Tha commitment to staff d.vclopmcnt of thc building prin- .

cipal could greatly 1ncreasc the level of ochool-initi.tcd

staff develophent activity, but this effect was diminished
- 4f the central office did not encourage such staff’develop-

ment through its district-widt~policicl. -

‘The development of a belief among teachers that *staff. de-

velopment was part of their professional responsibility
encouraged school- initiated staff devalopment; the deyelop~:
ment of a belief that teachers should be paid extra for

q;;ey influenced th
o _

. periences devise

staff development participation discoursged it.

The oxistance of collegiality #nd a.sense of special aﬁatcd}"

purpose at the school-building level encouraged school-ini-

tiated staff deveilopment. Given such coOmmitment, the avail-

ability of such resoyrces as substitute fime and consultant
xtent of the staff developpent parti-

ation.

xtJnsive set of staff development ex-,
independently by the central office staff
discouraged school~initIated_staf development.

|
-
|
:
B

The existence of

.
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SECTION 6. INCENTIVES FOR TEACHERS TO
. mnncmm IN STAFF DEVELOPMENT

\

-

o Four Nonetary Incentivee
It io’fT:ar ‘that in fact many teachers do not participa;e

volontarily in etaff dqvclopment. The reaaon-frequently given in

“our interviews was that the school districta‘ inservice programs
were’ "bering," "irrelevant," "impractical," "busy work’,"
one possible avénue for increasing participation is to improve. the

quality of the experiences themselves and ve frequently heard from

. teachers that this could be accomplighed by 3iving teachera a larger

‘role in designing them The effect of various intrihtic incentivea'

for participating in staff development deserves careful study Such -
issues of quality are beyond the scope of our reqcerch

However, our study does illuminate the nature of monetarz in-
centives for staff development participation. These incentives re-'d
present a sizable school district expenditure, but school district
staff do not usnally reflect on their impact. The three school dis-
tricts we studied made'differing uses of four major types of monetary

incentives:

° Substitute release time: hiring a substitute teacher‘to
take a teacher's class or classes while the teacher parti—
cipated in staff development.

e Stipend time: paying a teacher additional money Beyond his
regular salary to. attend a staff development session outside

of the g‘inried work time.

“utar

‘e Sabbatic#l: paying.a teacher a portion of her salary during
leave of -absence (usually-a year) to pursue some educa~
tional or professional growth experience

e Salary increese for educational attainment: moving a
teacher one (or several) steps up the educational attain-
ment index of the salary scale because he has completed
course-wotrk, degrees, og educational experiences sanctioned
by the school district.

-107-
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These four incentives are obviously quite dif!ur.nt. The use

of nub.titutc release 'time for staff dovclopmcnt does not conpinllti"“

the teacher monetarily, but 1t o;;/nllog the t.nchor to participgto
in staff dovolopmont during time or which i{ah. is already being
paid Stipend tim. roquirqp that additiohal ti bcyond the workdiy

be spent in staff dcvclopmcnt activities and doo& nos rcimburnc the

' tqacher at the eame hourly rato as lalari.¢ work timc. However,

stipend time does ptovide extra incon’ ‘and follows an Sften stated

guideline of teacher unionists, "extra pay for extra work." Sabbatitals

“do not fully ‘compensate - thé‘talchtr“for“thc”time“spent~awayrfromwthem~~—mﬁ -------

cllssroom, uauallf‘ihe teacher receives half pay or lesy. However,
sabbaticals can provide time of £ from teaching with some financial
benefits to complete gyaduate degrees that lead to salary increases.
o The incentives involved in aalary increases for eduéationai
attainment are complex to analyze. They are often linked to state -
recertification standards and to school district/Univeraity~;elation—

ships. ‘Also, they are often seen by teachers as part of the school

district's "benefits" rather than as an incentive or reward for im~

. . .’ ’ .
provement. Fugther, salary increases have both, short- and long-term

costs to the district. In the school year immediately subsequent to
. - ‘ ‘ ’

the teacher's qualifying for an educagibnalvincrease, the school dis-
trict must pay an additional amount in salary to the teacher (a short-
term?cost‘tq the dist%ict). ‘However, that additional amount of salary
will be p:id to‘that”teacher every.year that he/she rem‘.ns a teacher
in the district (a long term cost to the distriet).

The costs of these four monetary incentives for teachers in
Seaside, Riverview, and Union ‘are shown in Table 22. The tbtal cost
of each incentive to the district and the average cost per teacher
are presented. One can see that stipend time in Riverview and salary
increases in Seamide were major expenditures, significantly greater
than the other incentives. . '

' Substitute release time was used to a lesser degree in Union
than in the other two districtp. In previous years, substitute
réleasé'time had been moré prevalent in Union (comparable to Sea-

stde and Riverview), bpt it was reduced ‘during financial retrench-
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. D ’ ) ; ,
-, TABLE 22, --Costs of Incentives ‘r Tuch_crn to Pnfticipntc : . -\ N\ ‘
in Staff Development in the Three School Districts - ' / ' ' : )
' School Coit_ Cost Per " Time T;r::c::: bfu:bcr ' ::r;:::z;::. _
Incentive District Staff Devel, _ Teacher '(In Hours) (In Hours) ' Teachers Involved bt :
Substitute ‘ | . | - : T ' o’
Release Time Seaside ° $ - 1%7,000 $ 29.62 31,400 * 5.92 - .-
- Riverview $ 132,000 ©$ 32,20 28,88{ ~71.06 - ~ o
Union $ 74,000 % 17.62 14,800 3.52 - v, - o
: : ' - : ' V. /
Stipend’ - , o v
Time ‘ Seaside $ . 27,000 $ 5.09 - 4,400 - .83 -
Riverview $ 572,000 $ 139.51 95,333 23.25 -
o Union $ .27,000 $ 6.43 4,500 }.07 -
»'é Sabatticals ~ Seaside  © § 86,000 $ 16.23 Co- - 10
| Riverview $. 158,000 "'$ 3854 | - - 16
Union $ 138,000 $ 32.86 . - - - 12
Salary . .
Increases - Seaside S 870,000 - $ 164.15 _ - - ' 902
Riverview $ 205,000y $ 50.00 ’ - - 205

Union $ 199,000 $ 47.38 A - - 250

111

119 /
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—not- tll of-the- diat!ietwteacherl partieip&tod in- thoae prosraml. S R

_ 1n additional salaTry. S

ment, Riverview abpcara.to have 1nvoaé.d sonevhat more in oubbt#tute
‘Stipend time was a major incentive for staff duvclopmcnt in
Riverviev but a minor one in the other two districts. Rivctvigv.

paid selected ttlchtri $572,000 for sovoral wockl of summer curriculum o

a

dovelopment, a month of atart-up plannin; of magnet schools in the
surpmer, nnd nurferous Saturday and after-school workahopo during the ./

school ysar for‘gglcgregation and human relations. The lvorage . /

teacher was reimblrsed for 23.25 hours ‘through -tipendl. Of course,. / . "

The district estimated that losl than a third plrticipltcd, which _ .

xwould mean roughly 70 hours per plrticipating tcachor or over $500

Sabbaticalg.lffected very few teachers in the three districts.
Each year, as Table 22 indicates, less thlnllx of the teaehers were : j
on sabbatical leave. However Ws all of the salary that was paild to
teachers on sabbatical was a staff deveibpment cost, significant
‘sums of money were involved.

Seaside made major use of salary increases as an incentive,
compared with the other two districts. The $870,000 that Seaside
spent on short-term salary increases for completion of education
credits was more than three times as muEh as the other two districts
spent, Alsgl as Table 22 indicdtes, about. four times as many teach-
ers in Seaside received salary increasks as in the other two dis-
tricts. Further, the costs of\ealary increases shown in Table 22
are only short-term costs for increases granted for the year under

study. While it was not possible for us to accurately analyze long-

‘term costs of these increases, one should remember, for example,

that if the average teacher in a district continues to teach for ten

years after‘receiving an educational increase of $1,000 per year,.

the long-term cost of this'inqrease:to the district is $10,000.
Below, we analyze the neture qf the salary increase systems

in the three school districts in more detail.

13-
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m"—ipvivx:a nndowm!nt fund which 5*vé’t186 OOO “in-tuition- scholarahipo— --------

v Q
- ! R .

Iach of the. thr.. school dlotricf. avarded salary‘inefcllll"'““"' Co T
to tcachcro for complctin; educational conrse vork. Univ.rlitioc )
and collcgcl 1n thn thrcc citioa offcr.d couroo- and dcgro. pr&', . I
b}rnms for teachers that counted towards thase salary incpeases. - Hoﬁ- Coe '{fj?
ever, each distriqt also had othcr importdnt arran;omontu to cncourago
teachars to complctc oducational croditl. Slllidl offered an exten-
sive, set of in-district cour.e;‘*w@rklhops, and sominaro which couhted

towa ds lnlary 1ncrc(ues‘ ﬁﬁﬁcrvidﬂ School District admintatcrcd

—_—
-
1
|
.

fbr taachern to | tsko uhiversity courses. " Union School Diltrfct of-
"
fered some profzilional growth courses, many of which counted- towardl

salary increaseo Also Union had agrncments with four nearby-uni-

versities through which the district earned tuition credits for its . ﬂ@ﬁiwﬁ
teachers by-accepting student teachers from the universities. In ,gﬂ_%: _
the year studied, Union teachers used $287,000 in tuition credits. ' | ?_E
Both the $184,000 in scholﬂrships in Riverview and the $287,000 in 53; -~ f;

tuition credits in Union were excluded from the cost analyéis of in-

'centives because they were not part of the diatricts‘ expenditures. N

}hey do, however, repre&ent sizable staff development incentives in ’ 'g

the complex system for encouraging salary increases, - o
Tables 38, 39, uyd 40 in Appendix A present the entire salary.

schedules for the three districts. Each schedule also indicates the

number of teachers at each longevity step and each educational at-

tainment l.evel.-38 - ’ : . '

'Both  the structure of tﬁensai:ry schedules and the distribution
of teachers on tﬂém‘were markedly different in the three districts. )
Looking first at differences in the structures of the scales, one |
can see that Seaside s salary schedule had six levels of educationall
attainment; Riverview's had four, and Union's had five (see Table 23)
However, Seaside‘s schedule did not place great emphasts on attain—
ing graduate degreea A teaEher could attain four of the six levels
in Seaside with0ut getting a master 8 degree. Thus, thtough the ex-
tensive set of in- district staff development activities, tenchcrl

\ .

. ' -111- .
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TABLE 23.--Salary Increase for Completing tducagional Credits “\\
Provided by the Three Districts for an Eighth Year Teacher .
P ‘ . .
¢
: ) . ° \ ‘. ) ‘ A ) . ‘
 S®ASIDE "RIVERVIEW UNION -
e e e ST e S s _ . e
.S;H%s Salary Steps Salary Stcps; ‘ Salary
\ (+ incrcase) . (+ incrcase) - (+ incrcasce)
over B.A.%*) . ovar B.A.%*) ovor B.A.*)
. B.A, _332,,,&27 e . B.A. $12,750 ' - “B.A. - 812,558
~ ($0) - '] * ($0) 3 ($0)
. o
B.A. plus '$13, 041 - - BB ples | e $12,917 ¢
18 sem. hrs. (+ $614) g§715-sem. hrs. 4+ $362)
B.A. plus $13, 655 M.A. ©$13,750 M.A. $13,919
36 sem. hrs. (+ $1,228) ) (+-$1,000) S+ $1,364)
or M.A, |
B.A. plus $14,268 - - - -
60 sem. hrs, (+ $1,841) /
or M,A. plus Cor
24 sem., hrs. 4
- - [M.A. plus $14,850 [| M.A. plus $14,196
1.30 sem. hrs. (+ $2,100) 30 sem. hrs. (+ $1,641)
| .
M.A. plus $14, 882 - - - -
'42 sem. hrs. (+ $2,455) ‘
M.A. plus $15, 496 - - - -
60 sem. hrs. (+ $3,069) il |
- - Ph.D. . $15,850 Ph.D. $15,102
| (+ 3,100) ’ (+ $2,547)

~

* Figure in parenthc;cs for each step indficates amount of additional
salary teachers who completed this step receive beyond the salary

they would receive if they were b4

n the initf{al B.A. step.
-112" ) 1.14 | . : ’
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could earn semester hour credits and attain Class D on the scale

'vithuut'tlking”univcrlity courses: It addition; the top lavel of . - . '""ff”“f%

Seaside's schedule did not require obtaining a Ph,D. as in the other

two districts. _.' . -

In contraot to~¥oanidp, both, Riverview and Union had structites \
that strongly emphasized graduato degrees. As Table 23 indicato-, '
Union had only two steps on its scale that did not rodﬁiro : degree, |
while Riverviev had only one. o _" Lk

The amounts of snlary increases for particular ntepa were alsqr’ "5@_ )

"l 3 .. ! .
quith different across- the-three-districts. . .The steps_ (ot_clnnaﬁzi ' ;94;_mm;mwmﬁ_
Uﬂ"” S

~in Seaside increased at a fixed amount: $614 or 6.5% of a Ebginni

teacher s salary. The steps in Riverview increased $1,000- l 100
(roughly 102 of a beginning teacher s salary) Union's scale was
quite diffexent, it awarded greater increases for coq.}eting de-
grees than for reaching intermediate steps. For example, the 1ncreaaec

-]
between the steps for an eighth year teacher in Union were:

e $362 additional for 15 semester hours beyond a B.A. degree
., e $1,002 additional for an M.A. degree .
e $277 additional for 30 semeéter hours beyond an M.A. degree
o $906 additional-for a Ph.D. degree ;
Table 23 highlights the difference im the salary schedules
&f the three districté by showing thé basic steps in the schedule -
and amount of money pnidito a typ¥cal eight-year teacher. Several
impertant differences should be noted. Because Seaside had only
two steps that required an M,A\ degree, the typiéal nighth—year
teacher could have obtained an additipnal $1,84]1 by taking courses,
without completing an M.A. However, in Union the same teacher
woula have received only 3562 and in Riverviey nothing at all. ) .
Similarly, a Seaside teacher with an M.A. who took additional L
courses could obtain $3,069 agaye the B.A. sdlary without completing
a doctorate. However, in Riverview and/Union the same teacher

» N .
would have received substantially less ($2,100 and $1,641 respec-

. tively). In our view, the structyre of this Seaside incentive .°

system was a major reason that Seaside had a higher percentage o .



i
0 . .

'

of teachers increasing their’ lnlaricl by complttiug cducntionll
_'crcditt and conaoqucntly opont four tinnl a, much on these incroaloo
as the ofher two districts. = S : .

v The dilttibution of teachers on these nalary scales also dif~ | |
forc significantly among the dfﬁxricto. In Seaside 32.9% of the ,
toachhrn had reached the highcot step for(%ducctional 1hc;oalco, | |
while in Rivorviow and Union only a small. pcrccntago of tcachoro
had moved tnto the nwo highest steps (11.8% in Rivesview’ and 3.2X N

in Union). Seaside's salary schedule .and arrangements for 1n-dio-

trict staff dcvelopment appears to have acted as @ ltrong {Hicentive
for teachers to move all the way up the ualary scale. And for the .k
nearly one-third who had reached the higheot level the system does not |

.
R

’

continue to be any incentivc.39 Alao, as teachers stay longer in \
the Z:
the past will grow significantly T o '\\

In Riverview a majority of the teachers had not received
master ) degriis (61.2X) . While a salary increase of $1,000 a year

e a substantial incentive, it apparently was not.

stem, the long—;erm costs. of educational increases paid in’

would seem to
Through sampling the personnel cards of 1,000 teachers in the dis-
trict, we found that two-thirds of the teacherl had never completed :
an educational salary increase step (although many had taken courses)
They had remained at the same level at which they had entered the '
system. For thg majority of Rivervie@‘s teagb§f|, including those
who may be most in need of staff development(y the educdtional salary
increase system provided little incentive for involvement.

The distribution of teachers on the salary scale in Union is
roughly similar to that in Riverview " The two districts had com-
parable percentagea of teachers who had obtained M. A degrees

/

(27.0% in Riverview versus 32.1% in Union). _
_ . _ N

\ Summary }
. - _
It éﬁpeara from these data that Seaside and Riverview chose »
to rely on one of the four monetary incentives in their arrange-

ments for staff deﬁelopment, but finagcial retrenchmett® in Union 'wf?.

| Q1g - —_—
Uy‘ | + =114~
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. staff 30V¢10pment exphriences; voluntaerism vas on the decline.

fbx staff development participation.

had gonorally roltrictod their use of any monc:ary 1nccntivcc.
 Seaside's numerous in-district alternatives to univorlity courco :

work and a salary ocalo that de-emphasized graduate dcgrooh vas a

greater 1nducom¢nt to participation than the cmghaail on universjity

- courses and the dogrco-oricntcd schadules of. Riv:;vicw and Union.

Riverview emphasized the use of'atipcndc as a mono;qry-in~

_centive, at least during the'period of school desegregation that\wc

studied. It appehred that as a result, a strong norm vas develop-

ing thag teachnra should be paid extra for. participating in any

‘0

!
Riverview may have probleml carrying out staff devclopment programa
after federal desegregation funding ends, unless they allocate in-

crcasingly tight district funds or Title I funds to pay teachers
’b

Union was not making extensive use of any monetary incentive

" for staff development. Severe financial crisis had made heavy use

‘of such incentives impossible.’

-~
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szc’&m 77 ANALYSIS OF MAJOR STAFF DEVELQPMENT
. RXPENDITURES AND THRIR FUNDING SOURCES

L}

Ten Major Staff D,velepmeq.hgxpendituree " K

The preceding gsections of this repoft have described different
- -types of staff- developm.nt lqtivitiel and programs_in the. ﬁhree e e

' " ,8chool 'districts and estimated thé expensee aaoociated with ﬁhose s
‘ activipies. In this aeetﬁ@n wve will summnrize these expenditpres‘
in ten categories, This lnalylia will highlight the major difference.
in resource allocation among the three districts that have been dis~-
cussed in the previous sections, Thia Qymmary aralysis is presented
in Table 24. The first fopr inajor expenditure categories presented
in Table 24 reflect the use of salaried work time for etaff develop—
ment; we have determined‘the percentage of time within the regular
work year that four groups of staff.members spent in teacher staff
development and calculatéd the cost of that part of gheir gsalaries.
The four groups of staff members are:

o'District staff (central and subdistrict gffice leaders _
of staff development) L Y , \ , v

e School administrators (principals, vice principals, as—.
sistant principals, and deans)

Y
LA }

~

'@ Teachers (clfjeroom teachere assigned to school buildings) -

e Instructiona¥aides (assigned to dlaesrpoml in schools) .

There are six other categories of .staff development expenditures

summarized in Table 24:

-

e Consultant fees for developing and leading staff develop-
ment activities . _

-

e Substitute costs to free teachers' time

e Teacher stipends

. Sabba’icala ' O ‘
e Salary increases for completing educational requiremente )

* -y

\)“ | . ‘r_‘ | [ ':_119- 119 .
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TABLE 24 ,--Total Staff Dnvclopnnt Costs for t hru
School Districts by Major Cost Categories
: Seaside { ' Riverview . " Union
‘ School : CF - School \ School .
. District Staff District Pcrcong‘m District Percéhtage Disrt\rict Pgrf:cn‘tm
Salaries & Benefits $1,638,000 17,5%; $1, sos 000 32. n $1,064,000 26.1%
School Adminisatrators ~ ' ;: ' ( .
“--galaries & Benefits— —-,——----4547ooo~—-----—-------;.-z_me.._.....-. 113 000 v 2‘5: 193,00 47X
Teachers. B X . S
Salaries & Benefits 5,799,000 . 61.5% - 1,492,000 32.4% . 2,229,000 - 54.8X%
: » ’
Instructional Aides -, ‘ F ]
Salaries & Benefits 97,000 +1,0X 43,000 0.9% 86,000 '2.13\(\
Consultant Fees 168,000 1% C 212,000 4.6 - 48,000  1.2X
Substitute Costs 157,000 R O} 132,000 (' 2.9% 44,000 1.8%
Teacher Stipends 27,000 0.3% 572.000 | J2.42% ’ 27,000 0.7% |
Sabbaticals © 'g6,000  0.9% 158,000  3.4X , ' 138,000  3.4%
Salary Ilncreas-eB' 870,000 9.3% . 205,000 4.4% : 1‘99,000 b 4.9%
Other Direct Costs spi 000  Q.6% . 175,000 - 3.8 11,000 0.3%"
_Total Staff Development o : :
+ Costs * 69,368,000 100.0X 84,607,000 - 100.0%’ '$4,069,000 100.0%
_\ L3
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"~ cost categories in which tha diatricta spent the highest percentage

quries and benefits and district salar

'trast, Riverview allocated only 552 of its monies to teachers, while

. o . N

® Other direct costs (e. ;.,\confarence fees, dues for member- . .
. ship in professional organizations, publigations and training-~~ s
" materials, workshop facilities rantal, equipment, and postage) '

.

Table 24 arranges the tqtal staff devalopment coota !or the - .

' three_achod[‘diatrictl in thegfe ten categoriaa._ It will be recallad N
that Table 3 ahowed that th 69.3 mill¥on that Seaside apent on staff . ':?‘;
development repreasented a my higher percenta;e of its current ex- | ‘ |
pense of educhtion (5. 722) than Rivenview 's $4.6 million (3. 76!) and | | -
Union's 84 million (3. 281) This latge difference indicates that - -_ ;

__Seaside's reputation for an emphaaia on ‘staff development wah re-,”_nwmmm“i_r“wféﬂ;

flected 1in the way the district ipent its mpney.-ﬁ{ S
The patterns of ggpenditure for ataff develgpment Aacross the 77_“
three school diatricta (Ef'lected in ‘the percentagea of ataff develop-d

ment funds allocated to arious expense categories qn Table 2&) also
o

varied significantly ' Theqp tterna can be examined by noting the

of theitr funds. Seaside and Union ppent the most. on teacher sal-
aries and benefits (61 9% of the total ln Seaside and 54.8% of the
total in Union). However, Riverview spent only 32.4% of its staff
development'funds on teacher salaries and benefits, while spending ‘
32.7% of its ..mds on the district (central office)'ff w}‘) planned

and led ‘staff development activities.

For all threa districts, the comiined costs of teacher sae

iés .and benefits ware the two
largest single itemh In addition to these two categories, there
was no cost category in Union that accounted for more than 5X of
the total expenditure. However, as discussed earlier, Seaside spent
a substantial amount (9. 3%) on short ~-term salary increases and River-
view spent a substantial amount on teacher stipends (I2 4%).

Overall Table 24 shows a striking difference in the pattern

- of staff development resource allocation between Seaside and River-

view. Seaside allocated almost 75X of its staff development funds
to teachers (in support of salaried work time. for staff. development,

aalary‘increases, substitutes, sabbaticals, and stipends) . In con-



Union vas in’ butvoon uith about 672 "And Riverview illohdtid'37x of
its funds to central office ataff dovolopmcnt leldorl and contultunsg,
while Union alloLat.d 27X, and ‘Seaside 19%: ° (It uhould bc noted,
howovﬁr that whilo Seaside has the lowest pcrcontazc of fundn allo-
ff - cated to thoso ccntral office leaders and contultnntl, the fact that

y ~ 4 Seaside spent so much more money on staff davelop&ent than the other
| two districts ltill mcana that its cxpenditurc for ccntral office
p ‘ categorien vas largo.) '

[

Funding Sources for Staff

. Tablo 25 indicates how the total utiff development coats in
the threo districts are’'divided among the three funding sources!
general funds, federsl funds, and other funds. A sharp ‘Cbntrast
between Seaside and Riverview is once again apparent. While the ma-
jority of the funds for staff development in each district came from
the general fund, the proportions varied considerably. Almost 92%
of Seaside's staff devtidpmcnt costs were paid by general fund monioa,
with melatively little coming from federal and other funds. Union's
pattern is sipilar to~Seaside's, but_vith‘a somevhat higher percent-
age from state and federll funds. However, in Riverview, a much
higher percentage of staff developmsgt costs were paid from federal
funds (37.7%) than in the other two districts. Also, Riverview drew
a higher percentage of its staff development resources from "other

’  funds" and a substantially lower percentage from general funds, com-

pared with the other two districts. '

Having established the amounts and percentages of staff de-
velopment money coming from general, federal, and other funds, we
next asked how the uge of these funds for staff development by each
schoofd district compared with their overall use of these three funds
to support the district's educational program. We asked, for ex-
ample, whether Riverview's substantial use of federal funds to sup-
port staff development was merely a reflection of the fact that the

. | whole educational program’ of Riverview was heavily supported by

federal funds.,

T ""Davelopment Expendituxres T T T T s e

' . .
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TABLE 25.--Total Staff Development Costs in the Three School Districts by Funding Soufé

&

Seaside
School
District

Riverview
School
District

Union
- School

-

Other Fﬁndl

~District

Gengral Funds Federal Funds Total
Staff Dav. = Staff Dev. . Staff Dev. | - Staff Dev.

Costs Percent | _ Costs Percent Costs Percent Costs Percent
$8,595,000 91.7% | § 430,000  4.6X | $343,000  3.7% $9,368,000 100.0%

’ . . \ .

$2,567,000 55.7X $1,736,000 37.7% $304,000 6.6% $4,607,040 100.0X

j -~
$3,459,000 85.0% | $ 414,000 10.2% $196,000 4.8% $4,069,000 100.0%

P

b Y
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The feeultl of this analysis ufe preeentdd in Table 26. 1In

- reviewing-the table, one can conpa:ewﬁhe percentage of the district's. . =

current expense of educetion dravn fronm e particular fundin; source
with ého percentage of staff development coetn drawn freu thpt fund-

ing source. ‘The most striking dilcrepanciel in thase parcentagup con=

cern Riverview. While Riverview draws 83.8X of its current expense
of education frpm general funds, 1t draws only 55.7% of its total
staff development costs from the general fund. And wvhile it draws
12.9% of its current expensq of educat 1 from federal funds (some-

__what_higher than the other two districts), it draws 37.7% of its

total staff development costs from federal funde. Thus, Riverview

- does support its current expense of educettqp from federel funde to

a greater extent than the other two districts, but is relying ‘even
more heavily on federal funds for its staff development program than
it is to support ite overall educational program. . |

Tables 41-46 in Appendix A indicate how the ten cntegoriea
of staff development expenditures vere epportioned between the three
funding sources. Because such a high percentage of Seaside's staff
development money came from general funds, it is not lurprieing.that
Table 41 shows that the three largest staff developmeﬁt sxpenditures
in Seaside (teachers, district staff, and salary increases) were
largely from feneral funds. These large expenditures reflect the
emphesis that Seaside placed upon school-based staff development,
the emphasis on staff development involvement by many central office
staff, and the nature of the salary schedule.

The pattern in Riverview (Table 42) vas quite different from
Seaside. The largest staff development expenditure was still teachers'
time paid by general funds, (27.8%--half that of Seaside), but second
largest expenditure was for federelly—funded districtfstaff, indicat-
ing the prbnodnced involvement of federal program specialists in
staff development (particularly through Title I). The third largest
percentage in Riverview was for district staff paid from general ’
funds, followed by federally-funded teacher stipends (primarily from
desegregation funds). '

The pattern in Union (Table 43) was like that of Seaside. The

-~
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$sseide
School
Dietrict

ltvcfvicv
School .
Dietrict

Urrion
8chool
Dietrict

~
"TABLE 26,-~Stef!f bovclopncnt Costs in the Three Dietricte by Punding Sourccl
Compared with General Dietrict Reliance on these Pundin; Bourcaee
Cenera] Pundg Tmmx_m : ,z__ﬁL
Amount Percent Amount Percent | Amount ercent Amount Fercent | Kmount rclnt unt forccnt
Current Current Staft Staffe Qurrent Current Staft Staff | Current Current  Staff Staft
Expenee Expense Development Dav't Expenee Expenes - Development Dev't lxponcc Expense Developmsnt Dev't
of Edug'n of Bdyc'n Coet Cogt of Rduc'n of Bduyc'n Cost copt of !g!g Cost Cost
_0163.692,000 87.8% 88,595,000 91.7%X 312;502,000 7.6% $ 430,000 4,.6% $7,462,000 4,.6% $343,000 3.x
0102.613,0b0 83.8% $2,567,000 55.7% $15,749,000 C12,9% $1,736,000 37.7% $4,067,000 3.3X ~ $304,000 6.6X
N e _ S
$115,918,000 93.5% ° $3,459,000 85.0% (¢ 3,710,000 3.08 § 414,000 10.2% 84,315,000 3.5% $196,000 4, 8%
' !
‘ \
d [ ]
N
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largest item vao tcachcro' ‘time paid for from genaral fundc. Bccond

- was diltrict otuf! ‘paid fron general funds, largely nttrf%utablc to___.

the special desegregation c!!prt{of the staff development dcpartmcn;.
A distant third was the expenditure for f;dcrally?!undod tcgchcrc.
- Table 44 further analyses the use of thc-lﬁiff'dovclppmnnt
monies from ;oncral’fuhdo in each of the three districts. While .

- the same items appcarga as the firat, second, and third items for

aach district (teachers, district ltaf!,'aﬂd salary increases, re-
spectively), the percentages vary. Alno, teacher stipends from gcndral

funds. in Riverview (which paid for summer start-up for magnet schools

and other curriculum development) were markedly higher than in the

other two districts. .o ' !

Table 45 shows that the fcdcrally-fundcd ctaf! development ex-
pennes were apportioned quite differently across theuc districts.

Much higher percentages of the federal funds 1n_R1vcrvicw went to
district staff, teacher stipends, and other costs (ﬁlrticullrly

équipmeﬁt and makerialq for Title i progrlws) than in Seaside and !
Union. _ ‘ _

Table 46 shows that other funds for staff divclopment (thoc§
from state categorical programs, foundations, etc.) were spent much
Juore fqr diﬁtrict staff in Riverview (for the teachers' college
faculty) and much more for teachers in Seaside and Union Also -
Seaside used much more of thele other funds for consultants than

did the other two districts.
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'SECTION 8. INTERPRETATION AND IMPLICATIONS
‘ FOR POLICY AND RESEARCH

As we noted in Section 1, we arc-attcmpting-in this study to
provide an understanding of the overall configuration and context

of staff development in big city school districts, given the fact

that cxiitingoi‘scarch about staff development is quite limited.

From the scho

districts serving the 75 largest cities in the country,

we chose three that exhibited a high, moderate, and low ldvel of staff

development activity. 1In thd preceding sections, we have analyzed
and compaf-d the nature and costs of staff development activity in
these three districts' Seaﬁide, Riverview, and Union. In accompany-

ing tablea and appendices, we have presented study data so that the

reader can fully judge our analysis and devclop alternative interpre- -

tations. In this section, we discuss patterns of staff dcvolopment
activity that, based on our analysis’ “of the three cities, could, be
expected in most large city school districts. 1In discussing each
of these patterns; we also point out any related implications for

golicy and for research.

In discussing these patterns and their implications, we also

draw on our related fesearch atudy entitled The Politics of Staff De-

fluence school district expenditures, policies, and practices view
staff’ development 8 future in the light of. major issues confronting
their school_districts. We interviewed school board members, school
district admiﬁiatfatora, represeﬁtatives of teacher organizations,
and representati;es pf parent, citizen, and taxpayer groups in_etch
city. Iﬁ this cd&panion study, we once agtin studied Seaside, as

well as school districts that we called Elmwood and Summervillc.eﬂ,,

_velogment 40 In this study, we visited three big city school distﬂts
Ito determine how members of various local interest groupl who in+

pepe Ay
oy
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w development practice existing side-by-side.

™~

. ' o .
primarily on the study presented in this report and secondarily on’
tht~cquanion"ttudy;~~P1raei~vc~d&aeucc~nom¢-;cnpralucharactcriltica.
of staff development activity that have important policy'and research
implications. SQcoha, we discuss in turn some key 1-auuo'coﬁcorn1n§
the three components of staff development on whfch our study was
focused: district-wide staff development and its leaders, school-
initiated staff development, and salary increases for staff develop-
ment participation. Third, ve analyse the weak political fosition

. .. ¢
of staff development and related prospects for uubotaﬂ%?al reform

the shart-term prospects for changes in staff development practices.

Some Important Charactoriutici\
Staff Development Activit

% _
" staff development is a much different animal than most people

Y

believe it is. Below, we discuss some important findings about the

nature of staff development that contradict conventional wisdom and

are thus important to consider in formulating research and policy.

The Importance of Using a Functional
Definition of Staff Development
iil

In Sectio we argued that there were a number of different

-

traditions of practice that clearly should be considered éﬁtff.de-
velopment and that empirical research about staff development should
be based on a definition that is broad enough to include them all.
The wisdom of this decision was reinforced as we carried out  the

rent'traditions of 'staff

study. We did indeed find a number of di

would have been ex-
tremely misleading to identify ''staff development™ with any one of
these traditions of practice. Tt wouyld also have been misleaaing to .

accept whatever definition of staff development was in the mind of

..

N~

. e
the person being interviewed. "(Many peopls, for axsspley-wqo¥tid

__2586i~devetOPTRT with the activities of a staff development office.)

The importance of employing a functional definition was dramatically
illustrated for us in Seaside, whe;g we conducted numerous interviews

before aﬁfone evor~méntiongd'the unit that in fact was the largest




' single -odpch of staff development activity: th;.-tudont ic:vicos
e B division: . i | '
- Both policy analyais'and research will bolfundamaﬁtally
- ,J misguided if they begin with an 1nappropriatc dcfinition of-what
. staff dcvclopmant is. :

\
I3

A Diqpcrsod and Largely Invisible
~ Collection of Activitiaes

We tracked down activities ir the three school districts that

*

) _ fit our definition of staff dCVelopmcnt and found . wigg”ygrioty

of staff dewelopment routines initiated by many different people
and departments. Most school district staff were unawvare of the ex-
tent of thelo activities for reasons discua.od below.

There was limited coqrdinatiogﬂand communicatigs among the

leaders of staff dgvelogmcnt, a situation ste from several fac-

tors:

ed out as an outgrowth
es, such as the develop-
curriculum or administering

e Staff development was often car
of other prgmary responsibil
ment of a district-wide mat
a school.

e Individual staff development staff activities and programs
were frequently created in response to external mandates
! ' and funding opportunities--for example, bilingual education,
desegregation, special education, early childhood educa-
tion. Thus, the associated staff development activities
were undertaken independently by the department responsible
for a particular aspect of the educational program.

e Political strategizing and bargaining characteristics of
large organizations influenced the configuration
development programs. When new staff de t programs
were proposed, the leadership, , resources, and
organizational posit uthority of the program were

‘dzizgglg?gumuand'mOre by the political maneuvering of dis-

administrators than by an overall plan for staff de-

“velopment in the district.

50 There was little supervision of staff development activities
by those formally responsible for overseeing them. District
administrators trusted their subordinates to design and carry

out staff development activities and lacked a detailed under-

 standing of .this day-to-day staff development work, Sub-

the staff development aspects their roles.

- | 13y ‘ .
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ordinates were given wide latityde in how they actually filled



J

e With the exceptipn of the spacial, one year desegregation
_ team in the Union 8chool District, there were few district ‘ .
. staff membare who ware engaged in- staff development full-. - ooy
time. Mest of the staff development leaders in these dis- '
tricts spent less than 50X of their time in staff develop-
 ment activities. The part-time nature of involvement in =
staff- development further contributed to the limited know~ ﬁh s
1edge among thosd rasponsibile for carrying it out within . B
the district. ~ . -
\ _ N A
Since the school districts' administrators did not themselves-

document the time that the teachers. spent - in staff development, ad-
ministrators and staff devgfkgiiht leadere vere unewere of thgﬁix-

- . tent of teacher invqlvement in ltlff development acroee eegh'dii- R -

trict. Since much of the staff development took plece during

teachers' salaried work time, most, staff members of the school dis-
trict did not consider this time to be ‘}itaff developmd%t coet.
In each school district, we 'found that lignificantfgu 143

resources were being de%oted to the short-term ppeé ongjterm coet

a subjec '-”~'ich most etaff memberl reflected ¢ These lalary acalel, N

:.”lized by tradition and by political ‘bargaining, hgd become pirt
of the institutional woodwork. ,They were considered by many to be a

“fringe benefit for teachers, rather than- a mechanism for encouraging

staff development.

Those who wish to either reform or to study the disbursed in-

visible collection of activities that in fact fit a definition of

staff development sheuld be aware that most school districts' staff
members dq not perceive them as having any common staff development

function, but rather see them as embedded in other activities,

The Substantial Coet of Staff Develqg_ent Activitx

The common conception of staff development in most school dis-
tricts is thq@ it is a marginally eupported activity.’ However, our
research has demonstrated that staff development involves substantial

-

costs both in people s time and in money. When we tdtaled up the

* -~
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: development experienceu.a1 .To the extent that one is ‘dissatisfied 4

y 1nvoatmont 6?
, -todicd.- Thu.._

ng "variations in the way that school districts lpcnt thoir moncy

'N_for ltaffwdﬁholopment. For example, Seaside put much of its money

spent less on teacﬁcrl and ‘much more on supporting the central office
leadears of staff development. Such differences usually did not re-
flect a conscious staff development policy, but ‘rather were the re-

sult of the attempt to cope with problems that were nbdt perceivod

* pfimarily as staff‘devalopmcnt problems. Thus, mlrked differences

in the way various school districts allocated money for staff’ dcvolop-
ment have developed over time. However, school district stnff im-
mersed in the routMnes of their di-tricto,»view those pltternn of ex-
penditure as natural and’ inevitable.

Our findinga about the large number of school district atlff

"who are in fact doing staff devclopment raises an importlnt policy

"¢onsideration. ‘Our own research and ‘that of others have highlighted

the army of centra) office administrators, state deplrtmont otnff,

and university ptofessors that has rapidly expandcd in the past two

"decades and whose responsibilities include the provision of staff

with the quality of Ltaff deve10pment experiences for teachers, one

" must logically ask why the substantill resources presently dgvoted

to staff development are not being tranalated into adequate experi-
ences for teachers. One must also ask what organizational struc-
tures and incentives could be used to imprové the use of present re-
sourcel or to insure that additdonal're;ources will not be deponed
in ‘the aamciunsatisfactory ways.

For researchers, these same questions should be of great in-

terest. -Under what conditionl do resources deployed for staff de-

| 29 .
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velopment result in eetiefectory experiencee for teachers? Sub- R
sequent research could also productively continue to explore the |
nature of cost expenditures for eteff\development thet have been

dnalyzed in thietetudy. As ve had hoped, cost enelyeip prbved to .

be an extremely effective way to 111uminete ‘the actual prectiees : , ..; N

"and priorities of a school district. _ T o . -

Shiftinx,Soprcel of finenciel . S ' P o .
Support for Staff Developmpnt . A ) N SRR . . ;

Contrary to popular- belief ve found thet a high percentage

of staff development coete in every echool dietrict cafie from TocY s
rether than federel or state-funds. However, eleo observed )
strong forcee that ere pushing-school dietficte in the direction oo E
of a Tuch greeter dependence on state xnd federel cetegoricel fund-

ing for their staff development ectivitiee. " Riverview reprelentc

a district that has elreedy gone some - wey in this direction. And

when we returned to Sesside to study the politice of steff develop-~

ment after Proposition 13 had been pessed in- Celifornie, we found

that Seaside also was becoming much more dependent- on the state for

'staff development funds

In general we fdund that when school- dietricte experienced
severe financial cutbacks that forced large reductions in adninis~- K
trative staff, staff development programs were cut to the bone and.

generally only 'a skeleton staff of central office administrators re-

'mained Thus, those staff development programs with substantial

funding and with funde to pay for such items as subetitute teechers,

materials, and travel were those.programs supported by state’ and
federal categorical funds. *

The dangers of - relying on these funding sources are, of

. course, obvious. First, certain groups of teachers will be eligible

for perticular staff development experiences, while others won't.

',Second particular categorical programs may compete ?or teachers

' time with little regerd for coordinated effort. Third, eince fund-

~

ing for categoricel programs often ends after g few years (for ex-
ample, funds to support school desegregation), it 1is difficult to
maint%}ﬁ'continuity in, staff development from year to year.
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Of courne. the quelity af llnegeuent and 1eaderehip within

‘the nchooi district can provide lome ‘ways _to meet these problemu.m

Howaver, severe financial cri:i- and the press of external mandates .

make it enormouely difficult for lchool dilt;in: 1eaderlhip to chart

a consistent course in the aren of eteft development. The school .

'diatrict leedere whom we interviewed in our etudiee of lte!f de-

velopment have. ihcreelingly cohe to define their job in terme of

responding to the issues of financial purvival and externel prel-

‘msurc We are not iuggeeting thet response to external mandetec

is necesnarily an ‘undesirable state of affairs; eince our own work

is focusegd prim¢r11y~on educational equity ienuen. we are pliased

" that these issues are considered both school district and staff de-

velopment' priorities. However, a commitment to staff development
that is focused on specific problema or mendetes ie mudh differeno

from a commitment to a generel achemﬁ for the improvement of in-

-
-

struction
The.characteristice of ataff development within ceteaoricel

programs and the impacf of categorical funding on cteff develop—

- ment have not been widely analyzed. In view of the ¢ontinuing

>

‘ehift toward tnis funding source, it seems importent that. these

i{ssues receive attention.

Limits of Rational and Prescriptive.

\

Models of Staff Development

Much thinking in education has been dominated by a rational
model of organi}ntional functioning--what we referred to in Section
1 as a syatems management model. This model assumes that school
districts behave rationally, pursuing goals and introducing changes
-that are prescribed by diatrict leadeyship. One manifeatation of
this mind set is the 1iterature~on staff development, which tends (i
to assume that elaborate reforms .can be instituted that. ignore the
organizational and ;Llitical realities of school districts. Both
the research reviewed in Section 1 and the research findings dis-
cussed in this report indicate how far the functionin; of school
districts devietes from the rational model Thus, meaningful re-
forma in staff development must take into account the inadequacies

of rationgl end prelcriptive planning

.-135- ] 35
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'“”iflility RE et 4 ‘anything, wors diffic

Yor reeeerchere. the gap batwaen the rational ideal and °

pin-down dn-studydng- o oot
staff. developnent thag in. otudyin; other aspects of educational |
activity. Almost no ons will say in the abstract that staff de- _
'volopment ie a bad thing; only 1f one looks at pecple's ectiona' o
and not. their wordl is it clear that etaf! development is not a
very high priority for many. From both l policy snd a research
standpoint, it is essential to compare what people say with what
they do and with other objective evidence (such as codt date)

" Usefulness of Bureeucratic Process »

and Political Bargaining Models
As discussed in Section 1, we believed baced on preliminlry

investigation, that the bursaucratic process aﬂd political bargain-
ing models of organizations weuld prove extr‘.ely u-eful in under-
standing the dynamics of staff development Bltl gethored during

the study cdnfirmed this assumption., First, we di indeed find

that the complicated otaff development activitiec in school districts
could be productively inZlyzed uning'the concept of "organizational
routines." Seoond, we found the concept of "discretion," which is
critical in the‘Pureaucratic procese‘model, was repeatedly useful

in helping us understand the dispersed nature.of staff development

activities. It helped us understend, for example, why supervisors

~ frequently did not underetand the specific activities their sub-

ordinatea were carrying out in the area of staff development. It
helped us understand why 8o much of the decision making about stlf;
development activities was lodged with middle level school distridt
administrative staff who operated with considerable autonomy

Third, the political bargaining model helped us understand
organizational behawior that would be inexplicable under a rational
model. For example, the fact that four ferent offices in River-
'view retained conflicting and overlapping responsibilities for

‘various aspects of staff development is p rfectly understandable

- when 1t is viewed as a. manifestation of the politicel bergaining

‘that has taken place during a period of repeated turnover in the



top leadership of the school distrdct. Similarly the political o
_bargaining model helps us understand why two ‘major staff development

programs that wé investigated vere subsequently eljminated, even
though thair quality wvas vidal& acknowledged as being excellent.

These programa:ainpiy;did-not-have-the-necaaaary-backing-to-aervice~

the internal political struggles within their school districts,
One implication of our reseaarch, then, is that policy makers

should bagin to act on a different mental image of school districts

than the one that has dominated their thinking in the past. When
they look at a school’ diatrict, _they ahould see an organization

that resists change b"auaa it is constrained by existing bureau-

cratic routines, because staff members at every level have consider-

able discretion in terms of the way they actually carry out their
responsibilities day-to-day, and because politioal bargaining be-

tween organizational units within the school system and between in-

tereat groups who are concerned about the functioning of the school

system afg much more potent in the shaping of organizational life
than rational plans about the way tJ&nga ought to be. Similarly, °
researchers should make major use of the bureaucratic process and
political bargaining models as they seek to understand how staff

development programs actually function in school_districts.
]

Variations in Local Conditions Decisively
Influence the Nature of Staff Development

Since the web of activities that constituteo staff develop-
ment in a given district 1s shaped by a great number of organiza-
tional echaracteristics, politicai influences within the district,

and external mandates and fonding opportunities, one must be cau-

tious of broad generalizations about the characteraof staff develop~ 4

ment and its future. {Jhe strength of a teachers' association, the

~leadership of a superintendent committed to differeptiated staff-

Jng, the presence of a large university, an aggressive atate super~
intendent of schools, a coyrt desaa;egation order, a mayor seeking
refelection—~these are the varying in"uencea that create important
opportunities and constraints for staff development. Both policy

makers and res;archers concerned about staff development should

'y
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strive to understand these local characteristics and should be cau-

“'tibut"lboﬁt"lCCipt1“I”ltlti-ihtl”EOhCirﬂtﬂgmh‘tibﬂll”trindl"lhd”””"'""“”""”“"“

patterns, vhich are frequently prescriptions for what lqn.bnd wants
to happon rathnr than accuratc d.ocription. of what il actually

happcning

A

’ ; Three Important Components
i .of Staff Development Activi:y

&
Bclo‘ we discuss some issues arising in three important

components of staff .development activity that we foculcd on in

the study: district-wide staff development and its leaders, school-
initiated staff development, and salary increases for staff dcveloﬁ%

ment . o ' .
* Y '

District-Wide Staff Development and Its Leaders
One reality of staff deveiopment activity that researchers
and policy makers should address is that middle level administrative
staff within school districts dominate decisions about staff de-
velopment and continue to use a 1imited range of traditional didac-
tic methods in providing staff development to teachers. |
We identified five different approaches tb decision making
about staff develoﬁment activities in the school districts atudied:‘
e Individual specialist and administrative prioritics. Act-
ing with substantial autonomy, individual specialists and

administrators decide on staff development priorities.
There is little coordination among them, .

e District-wide priofities. The school district defines an
overall priarity or priorities and gives one individual
or department clear authority to carry out the priority,
orchestrating the work of a number of other departments.
For example, the training conducted in Union as part of

- court-ordered school desegregation was organized in this

way.

¢ Individual teacher priorities. Teachers choose from among
a variety of courses and other individual axperiences the
ones that best fit their perceived needs. They may have
had a role in developing the available activities or they
may be asked to choose from activities already developed.
. Frequently the philosophy behind this approach is that
the teacher should be an autonomous professional. For
example, the mathematics teacher center in Seaside was
organized around this philosophy.’

) ' 1‘?’8 _
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8. The school staff, working largely as

- “§n--smaller subgroups, defines-sehool priorities -
for ctn!! improvement and participates in group and in-
dividual learning experiences and school improvement pro-
Jects in the light Qf these priorjities. For sxaaple, the -

. magnet- school prograns . 1n Rivorviuw onphalilo such . .choorn---m-u

based activicy.,

e School~community priorities.’ The school staff works collab-
oratively with students and parents to define school pri-
orities and the staff works by itself and in cooperation
vith parents and students in carrying out related learning
expeyiences and school improvement projects. For examples,
the tato—fundcd School Improv.mcnt Progrnml in Seaside

“a ';‘
8

We found thit all these approachcl existed to aomc ‘extent
in each of the school districts that we studied. Howcvor, in each
district wa found that major decision makin3 ab6ut the shape of
staff development was clrr&ed out primarily by individual school
district spetialists and administrators including central offié.
department directors, coordinators, curriculum specialists, and Y

supervisors. Tﬁeae individuals made decisions and took ipitiative

~ concerning staff development largely on their own. There was usually

little coordination and communication among these liaderl_of staff
development efforts. There were no clear system-wide expectations
about the natﬁre of staff develobment fhit gavé it a'dnity of dirgc-
tion. Such a method of operating is neither clearly centralized
té respond to‘diltrict-wide priorities, nor is it clearly dgcentral-
ized to respond to school or school-community concerns. Although
there was frequently con?idefable talk about r;sponding to the
needs of individual teachers, schoogl ataffs,:and communities, these
groups in fact had a fairly limfﬁéd role in shaping staff develop- -
ment activities. o

Furthe;, the most common format for these staff development
activities initiated by middle level administrators and specialists
was q.formal course or works;op, ‘Many we interviewed had not thought

much about alternatives to this format. They had an administrative

. job--defining the math curriculum for the school district, for ex-

ample—~and their job required that they instruct theirhsubordinates

7
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'(thd“tonchorl) in the pfopor way to carry out the plan‘ they hud |
%T__"_”m_. - wm-mmdcvclopcd Pc:coivin; themselves as managers,. they. adopted-a. di- ... R —
| dactic approach to atlfx dcvclopmnnt that reinforced their rola as a
experts and pooﬂlolin ;har;q. Other middle ltycl qdminiqtratorc
lebu..dfméfdmEiiéhdf”iﬁﬁblﬁi@@ﬁt'ih"ﬁliﬁhiﬁﬁ]ifif!“diﬁilﬁﬁmiqt“.x;’
¢ periences or more active formats for them, but they had pot'tnkon
steps to see these dq-irdd cﬁnﬁho: 1mp1¢ucnto§§ -
Any significant change in staff development will be constrained
by the continuing domination of decision making about these experi-

_ences_by middle lavel managers and by the continued use of a tradi-

tionl!‘didactiq apprélch to carrying them out. A task of parti-
cular interest forvltaff development research would be to identify L
the conditions under which alternatives to these dominant patterns

of behavior are carried out in practice,

School-Initiated Staff Development Acfiyities

Our research documents wide variations in the levol,of’
school-initiated staff development activities and suggests facfors
that aocount for these variations.

In Riverview, for example, there was a virtual absence of
school-leyel staff development. In Seaside, however, the raﬂge
of school-level ac§§§ity in the 'schools Slmplqd.was from 2:&22
to 18.31X of teacher salaried work time.

The first factor controlling the level of school initiated
activity is the extent to which_the school district gither en-
courages or discourages sgch hcfivity. A school district can en-
courage school level activity, fd} example, by building support
for school level_acfivity into central office roles and by releasing
children early on a regular basis so that time can be set aside'f

. for school level inservice experiences. A school district can |

| llsb discourage school level activity b§ placing a heavx emphasis
on staff development activities controlled at the school district '
level. If the school d;atrict does encourage school level activity,
then the next critical factor affecting whether it will take place

18 the initiative of the school principal. A school principal -
N ' | |
P - . s
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strongly committad to staff dchiopniht {nitiated at the school

.“buildin; level can find mANY WAYS tO. pull. togothor staff time and .

resources to tarry out such oxporioncoa. ' . oo

An attractive aspect of such school-based activity. espe-
'cillly"given the financial conatraints under which school’ diltrictl?“
are oporatin;, is that such utaft development activity can largely
be carried out during toachoro regular salaried work time and thus
not constitute an additional cost to the school district. The
amount of ddditional.ltaff dc#olopmcnt time that can be gleaned

\\from ‘the rogular work day by committcd teachers and adminiutra(or._

is clearly demonstrated in our study. Through early dismisspl
policies, through the use of teacher preparation periods, through
the creative use ofﬂrtaf! meetings, and through building a spirit

| of collaboration among the members of a particular school ot;ft.

greatly heightened participation in staff development has been
achieved in individual nchoolliwithout dramatic cost inqroa‘cnf
Through emphasizing the“staff-dgielopment aspect of central offiq,
administrative roles, through providing training for these adminis-
trators to support school-based lﬁaff develdpmcnt, and throuih train-
1ng-qchool building administrators to make maximum u;n'of'non—in-
structional salaried work time, it appears that the resources for
staff development can be increased 3ubqtantia11y without adding to
the school district budget. ' ' '
An alternative to the use of salaried work time for teacher \
participation in ataff development is to pay teachers stipends for
attending these experiences. This practice has been {ntroduced
through federal state, and categorical programs and ,also has been
encouraged by teacher associat}on demands that extra pay should ac-
company extra work. From the standpoint of teacheg~inVOIVement
in staff development, this practice appears to present some clear
dangers for the future. As in Riverview paying some teachers for.
pa;ticipating in staff development undercuts a norm qf volunteerism
and leads beople to expect extra pay for any parti%ipation in staff
development activities. However, the possibilibty of paying staff

- membeys for sgch participation from local funds in a period of

~141- 14'_1



"bcing forcod tz ¢ut out nuch ltipcnd paynanto 1n !avor o! payin;

doeliniu; resoyrces becomas increasingly rclotc; rurthcr. even -

basic program salaries. Thus, the use of stipends for paying teachers

during liniﬂcd -period of time when: ntipcnd monay.-is. availnblc oay - .._¥;:

have the qff.gt of basically ohifting tciﬁhcr cxpcctatgpq. and uiti-
mately lcavini the districts with no capacity to pay teachers ex-
tra when thcy hch come to expect extra pay fo:_participatin; in

staff dcvclopuont. In addition, the quality of the commitment ob-

] tained throuih paying stipends way not lead to any improvements in‘

teacher or program quality. For example, the Rind Change Agent Study

indicates that payment to teachers for staff dcvclopmont was nega-

tively corrolated with jmplementation of new programl.‘z

Our rcaearch auggeatc then the need for further analysis of
the factors that encourage or constrain school-based staff develop-
ment, of tﬁe posaibilities for carrying{out staff development during
teachers' ?aiaried-wqu time, and of -the impact of using stiPendi

as an incéntivc for teacher pﬁrticipation in staff development,

Salary Inircases ?br Staff
Development Participation

Asfnoted'earlier, school district staff saldom reflect on

the natdfc and impact of salary increase systems that are tied to

th; comﬁletion of educational ¢redits., However, the short-term

and the long-term tosts of these sy:t;ms indicate that they merit

careful scrutiny. Based on our inter§iews,‘no one is particularly o

satisfied wit% the quality of these cys}ems. They are viewed by

many teachers as a painful means to obtain additional pay--as a
fringe benefit. Yet, because they are centfal to economic 1ssue§,
any change.in.them is viewed with great suspicion by feacher as-
sociations. Thus, one issue facing policy makers concerned about
improving staff development is whether such systems can be changed
in ways that will 1mpfoVe the quality of staff development without T
threatening basic economic interests.

Another reason that these systems merit re-examination is

that our research indicates that they do not act as an effective
L
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incentive for many teachers even to be physically present in staff

" davelopment ~nc:t:'i.'i“iii:_i."-"i_:_;" ~ As the composition of school statfs moves
closer to the top of thc'cducational increase scale (as is the case }
in Seasids), there will be s growing number of teachers forwhom |
these educational increases constitute no indentive to participate
1n(p£a!f dcvclopmont; And even in a district like Riﬁcrvicw. vhiéh

employs many teachers wvho have a qlcnr'finnﬁdial incentive to com-

plete additional qourse work, we found that two-thirds of the teach-
ers had never obtained academic credit beyond the level they had
e e g gt ned - whsn thay o S

Further, as teachers remain in the same tchool diotrict for

sre originally hired.

longer and longcr periods of :1m¢. the long-tcrm cost of particular
education-related increases will mushroom. For oxampl@. if ; fcnchcr
completing a master's degrea is paid an additonal $1,000 per year,
the long-term cost of the degree will grow by that amount for'evory
year fhe teacher remains witﬁ the school district. '

Another reason for scrutinizing the structure of salary in-
Crease systems ic_thlf they vary suybstantially among ‘Ehool dis~
tricts, although school district staff do not appear to be generally
aware of the implications of these variations. It appears parti—
cularly important to understand for example, why the salary 1ncrease,
system in Seaside causes 17X of Seaside teachers to gain-lllfry in~-
creases in a particular year while the corresponding figures for

Riverview and Union are‘only 5% and 6X%.

Limited Support for Substantial , .
Changes in Staff Development n

* Declining enrollment and financial austerity has meant that
improvements in the schools will have to result from changes ‘in

the practices of presently employed seasoned teachers, and these
factors have fostgred h htened interest in staff development
Ironically,.the same factorc that ‘have helped create an interest

in staff deveiop@entfconbt:ain the possibility that staff develop- .
ment practices will‘change substantially.

When educators, school board members, and active parents

L - ,, - 113
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and citisens concerned about the schools are asked vhat they

'importanco in ;onornl terms. Hoﬁcvdr. a variety of cvidoncc‘

mnkoo us concludo that there is littlc ‘support for oubotnntial
changes in the present configuration of staff dcvolopnnnt {n
a period of dcclining resources.

Lack of Commitmcnt from Tob Leadership

Docilivo movement in any new dircction. especially in a

period 6f" docliﬁiﬁi“riiaurcit“"vbutd vesquire that-staff-develop-——

ment be a priority for tho superintendents of schools or other
top line administrators in school districts. We found few
instances in which these administrators described staff develop-
ment as a top priordty or were actively trying to hake changes
in staff development. In almost every school district, ve

were told by those who supported some significant change in
staff development that there was littlg c§idcnco of a commitment
from achoolldistrict leadership to invest resources and take
risks to change staff development practices. Mostly, adminis-
trators are preodcdpigﬂ wiﬁh holding the line and responding

to crises. :

One indicator of limited high-level administrative commi tment
to sta¥f development is the level of support gécordnd to offices
of st;ff development, In five of the lix'districtn.wo Axaminod,
these offices were positioned well down in the adninistrative
hierlrchy; They were operating with minimﬁm staffs of two or
three professionals. The staffs of four of these offices had
been cut within the 1ast few years. In contrast to the five
minimally-staffed offices, the sixth office of staff development
was specifically set upy to prepare teachers for court-ordered
desegregation. Its director reported directly to the superin-
tendent(of schools and directed a substantial staff. By all
accounts the office did an imaginative and effective job during
the first year of:deségrqgatibn.. When the court-mandated period
for staff training epded, this office of staff development was
abolished, |

114
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Lack of aupport from Other Interest Groups.
77" Among teachers, school board members, and pntcnt and citisen

(/‘roupa, ve found many people who were willing to fight for desegre-
;ntion._bilin‘uallcducation. alternative schools, teacher power,

and tax limitation. We found almost no onc who expressed similar
strong lcntimontl about dcfcnding the cxilting staff development

activities or pressing in new directions, except for directors

of staff development. Only a few of the people iptcrviowbd cited

a general need for staff dcvclopmint~al one of the proyoing issues

““that theiy school dist fiE‘t‘hid"f”(T"é‘oﬁf?Eﬂt_iﬁ_tH(‘TWR““fW‘?i‘IHT"“;‘““‘" e

\ I

Staff Development Is a Subsidiary Concern

When people discussed the need for staff development or a
particular plan for carrying out staff development, it was almost
alwvays subsidiary toJi more general concern. If adminiltratorl
or school board members were committed to dctegrcﬁation 6r special
education or boosting basic skills, they saw a need for staff
development in these specific areas. If teacher association
representatives espoused increased teacher powér,.cffectivc staff
. development was defined as an enterprise.controllod.by‘teqchera. |

It was almost always possible to_predict a person't'lqalylic of

staff development from their analysis of the priority issues facing

the. school district. | : | | ~
Further, a clear theme running through our interviews is that

priorities for staff development should be shaped by specific

external mandates for apecial education, bilingual education,

degsegregation, minimum competency, etc. Even people who objected

priorities

to the existence of these mandates emphasized staff development \
#nsive to them. N

Lack of Incentive .for Staff Development Leaders to Change

Earlier we described the ways -in which middle level admin-
istrators employing traditional didactic formats for staff develop—
ment constrain possibilities for substantial changes in staff

development practices.
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Weak , for W . her Participation {
- When one -examines the various. 1nc¢ntivon~hnin3 used to.
{nduce teschers to both participate in staff dcv010pncnt and 1n-‘\\_
corporate nev ideas into their teaching, there is none that holds ﬁ}-l

muchfihhidiifd’hbpi'fot'lhahciii”viaiup?ind'tyacﬁor'caunitncnt.

particularly among those teachers who are most in need of rotraining;
Coﬁpullory etaff development sessions planned by ceritral

office staff are one of the mjjor irritants in the professional

life of teachers. Whenever teachers' organizations havo'nufficicnt

__power, as_we_found in our companion study of Elmwood, it seems

predictable that they will attempt to outlaw such sessions. Even
where teachers are compelled to attend them, thorc'it ﬁidclprcad
evidence that teachers do not incorporate the pr‘ctic.l advocated
in these sessions into their regular teaching. |

Using axtra pay as an 1ncont1vc for attendahcc has similar

results. As discussed earlier, it can induce attcndancc but not

" serious involvement or subsequent changes in behavior: Further,

the expectation of extra pay undercuts volunteerism, while declining
school district.resources severely limit the school district's
ability to prgiide extra pay. |

Another financial incentive (analyzed earlier) is university
or school dintrict credit that leads to a salary increase. For
some this 1. another incentive to participate without commitment
to try new prncticea or support for doing so. Fot many othera,
it is not even a commitment to attend, for reasons discussed
earlier. ‘

\Some staff dexelopment reformers, 1nclud1ng those in the
teacher center movement, argue that onkty voluntary incentives
built on a pHilosophy of teacher professionalism and autonomy
will engage teachers in meaningful staff development., However,
the evidence concerning nttéﬁ&ance at teacher centers and-the
affectivcne;s of school-based teacher advisories indicates that
they only reach a minority of teachers, frequently those who are

llrnady mott predisposed to_chan3e543.

”
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Tinally, some eaphaille the importance of changed group”
norms in a rejuvenuteq lchOOl or lchoolrcomnunity lettiﬂb as the
key to fostering neanin;ful staff development. Pearhaps the most "
impressive evidence for- the'effectivencun of thie approach comes- v
from those inner city uchoole that have been "turnad around" by a
charismatic principnl.“‘ ‘However, it-does’ not-heem~iikely that
the skills to cafry out such interventions.will be widely available
in public schopls in the near future.

o In shore our inveltigltibn;'ll well ut*other ‘rasearch; high—~~wu¥~w~

\ 113hte the drawbacks of coercion. extra pey. oourse credite, 1nd1vi—

dual volunteerism, and changed group norms as effective incentives
for increasing teacher commitment to staff development in the near

future.

An Emphasis on Control as a Central Issue

No groups admits to being in control of staff development.
Central office staff feel hemmed in by external mandates and the
constraints of teacher contracts. Teacher drglnizations freqeently
see staff development dominated by insensitive central office staff.
School board members and parents don't see themselves having any
substantial ability to shape the realities of staff development.

Central office admini;trators and teacher associations have
particularly divergent perceptione related to the control issue,
Central office staff perceive the instructional support they{;rovide

c extremely helpful to teachers and emphasize the need for their
expert perspective in shaping the nature of staff development.
| Teacher association representativee view these central office
administrators as overpaid,and 1arge1y_ineffective--robbing the
clasaroom teacher of badly needed resourceés. Teachers feel overwhelmn:
ed by new responsibilities without effective aid in learning how to meet
thenm, Teachers argue that the only meaningful basis for staff develop-

ment is to treat teeshers as,professionals and give them contral over




their own staff development activitiou. However, in practical

- bargaining,- tcnchlrl'ltx an” tuphl'il on profassionaliswm CtllChlrI‘””"

should have the right to shape their own staff developmént oquri-

ences, like doctors) with an emphasis on trndo unionism (teachers
“should not do the extra work of staff development without getting - .

extra pay). In part, teachers are working to escape the arbitrary ‘ ' -
ﬁboring experiences of contrllly»controilcd.staff dcv‘lppmcnt. rather |

than moving toward a new configuration for staff development. ‘

Thus, the disagreement over staff dcvclopmont‘?in addition to | S

-—being a- diaagrecment -about-educational-philesophy) is-also-a- disnmwm—m~w"-~—w¥~v~
agreement over joba (will money be spent for central office staff '
or  for teachcrs) and working conditions (what can a teacher be
compellad to.do). These are issues that quite naturally arise in
a large orgahization and are intensified in a period of declining
resources. They will be shapcd by teacher contract negotiations )
and by school district finance decisions in which little thought

- is given to a new long-term direction for staff developmcntf

“

¢ Implications of Limited Support for Substantial Change

Our research suggests a rather bleakupicturc'for theﬁpro;pécts
of substantial change in staff dévelopment-practicet. Some may
feel that it is overly pessimistic. One can at least agfee,
however, that the poldtical and bureaucratic conatraints on staff
development that we have identified deserve careful study. Research
about the politics of staff development has been particularly
neglected. Of particular interest for those who are committed W
to improving staff development yould be the anqusis of situations .
k iﬁ which thése constraints have been overcome and widespread
participationqin staff development appears to be a reality.

!

Some Short-Term Prospects

Given the characteristics of the present situation described
above, the hear*term future finandial scppcrt of staff development

seems generally predictable. It seems unlikely that any new difectionu



in ltnf! development will: bc cartiod out widcly in prhctico. Staff

K ...»I‘,),=‘

"dovolopnont vill continuo to functiOn vithin thc eon.trainto of

1arg¢r forccc, .uch as pverall fiscal problcmo and 1.;-1 wandates. :
Staff dcvclopmcnt activiticl initiatcd by both staff dnvnlopmnnt ___H_”_m;;

opocialiato and by other ccntra)'ot’ficc staff will be nmra‘lly cut '

back as districts make across-the-board cyts in response to declin-

ing revenues,: Staff d.vclopmdnt»viil;qcit%cr be protected from

these cuts nor cut disprobortionatily. Ih:gincrul. cuts in central

office staff that affect staff development will not be perceived

~as cuts in staff dcvclopmcnt. Local funda for lubatitutcn, teacher

stipends, travel, and othcr direct coltt-aooociatod with staft

dcvelopmcnt will 5- cut lcvcrcly. as part df ‘a gcncral predisposition

to cut dircct costs before eliminating staff, _ : , .
ThOre will be some exceptiona to these patterns of reduction.

Categoricnl government programl that focus on staff davelopmont or {“f\

pandatc a staff development componqnt will probably be suatained

at present levels, with funding for both staff and direct cxpcnscl

Staff devefgpment focused on specific isauec where the school district

i%,under strong external mandates or where a wcll-org‘hizcd external

interest group acts to protect i'grogram that benefits them will

freq.Fntly escape reductiona. .
The future of staff developmant initiated at the building

level does not appear as clear, although it¥sedms unlikely thdt

there will be any widespread subatantial change in the nature of

this building~ie§e1 activity. As discussed earlier, we found

that the extent of building-level activity is dependent on the:

initiative of the building principal, with’the majority of principals

reéﬁon¢ihg to central office initiatives and a minority aggressively

working to mold a lcﬁBBi—bqsed'pfogram. One would expect rédut-

tions in teiching staff, schogl-hased'administintore, and loose

‘resouréeé from tﬁe district that might temper the efforts of this

minority who emphasize- school based activity How‘ver, we did find ,7
in Union Schopl District a modest increase in school-based activity N SN
after a severe cut-back in district level activity. This activity was

.
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aided by a'hiptory'of small neighborhood schools vith close fnculty

"“ti--;“mtn“addttion;~thur-“it”nome~movtm-nt"ndttonaily“tovard*aiti?"*-“m~“m~~"“"N

based management of schools, as in the 8chool Improvoment Program
in Cpxifornia and some other states. Ovornll thon. ve wnuld expect

no dramatic changes in school-based activity across the country with

modest increases or docraasgp in this type of activity in response

. to local conditions. | . .
The last major type of staff development activity we identified ‘

is course work for university or "school district credit that leads

‘ito salaryﬂinoreaseo. Moneymformthese salary- inoreasos -is perceived. .

. as part of thg basic wage and benefit package that teachers have
won from the school district through bard bargaining and, ofton.
strikes. Reductions in the money available .-for these salary increases
are perceived as wage cuts. Sesside teachers conducted their first
strike when the school board negotiators proposed such changes. Thus
is seems unlikely, except in school districts where teacher associa-
tions are extremely weak politicslly, that these salary'increases
will be reduced. We speculated earliercthat it may be possible for
interest groups in some school districts to rearrange the salary
increase system so that it was more functional for promoting staff
development without threatening basic economic interests.

In addition to\gggrding salary increases, some districts have
also paid part or all of teachers' tuition to take the required.
courses; they have generally begun to cut back on‘ this expense.

Also, in school districts that have initiated extensive in district.

programs for credit, cut-backs in central office staff reduce the

pool of people who have generally taught these courses. In some
‘ local situations where universities are searching for ways to
offset declining preservice enrollment, university faculty may
collaborate with the school district to provide increased inservice
opportunities. ' .

Given the dependent secondary nature of staff development in

the hierarchy of school district priorities, it seems likely that
any substantial.changes in staff. development in particulgr 1ocsl'

situations will depend upon larger changes. As we observed in the

*
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ltudy. a'vidooproad dol..r.gatidn program or & movement towatdu

'.mlft_."bl..d unllomnt can provldo ln OPpiYEﬂhity for- itiff diVilbp—"'

ment to be changed or .expanded bucau.c staff development changcl
are draving from the energy aauociatcd with othcr program,ntic

-" chang.l. Thu.. from both rctoarch and policy ltandpoint. it !.le-

important to analyzo ways that staff development can be offcctivcly
changod vhen opportunities for change are created by larger-lcalc

shifts in local school district organization and practices.
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ADDITTIONAL STAFF DEVELOPMENT STUDY DATA: TABLES 27-46
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TABLE 27.-~Total Salaried Work Time Tcichorn Spent in
Staff Development During the School Year in the .
Seaside School District ,
’ 1 4
Percentage Time Avciig. Hours . Total Estimated
in Staff Development Hours in per Year a Teacher Number of Hours per Yeat in

. from Sampled Schools School Yoar Spent in Staff Dev. Teachers Staff Development
Blein. Sch. | {

Teachers 8.22% 1,440 118,37 2,800 331,430
Junior High ) | |

*  Sch, Teachers 5.84% 1,440 84.10 1,200 100,915
. o .

High School _ <

Teachers 5.70% 1,440 82,08 1,300 106,704 . ‘e
Total 5,300 539,049
Average* (7.06%) (101.71) |

u"'%- ' \
' _ S | o
N S ~.

*Computed from total estimated hours per year in staff development (
,for all teachers.: : . o ) .
. % . .U" - _ ‘ ._ . . . ~., N.S {
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TABLE 28.-~Cost of Salaried Work Time Teachers Spent in Staff
Development During School. Year ih the Seaside School District

. Teachaers' ' : Percentage
Salaries Time in . Cost of
_ and Staff , Staff
( Benefits Development : Development
Elem. Sch. : ) . _
Teachers $42,567,000 8.22X , $3,499,000
Junion H.S. s : ' "
Teachers 20,103,000 | 5.84% 1,174,000
Senior H.S. N . : ‘
Teachers 19,754,000 5700 1,128,000
Total '§84,424,000 | | §5,799,00
|
< - -

P.—.
ot
o Ol
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School-Based Staff Development During the School
Year in the Riverview School District

Percantage Time
in Staff Development
from Sampled Schools

Hours in
School Year

" TABLE 29, --Total Salaried Work Time Teachers Spent in

Elem. Sch,

Teacher . ‘
District 0.53% | 1,409
Federal - 0.42% 1,409

High School _ : o
- Teachers 0.54X% o 1,409
Total ,
| \
Average* (0.52%)

*Computed from total estimated hours per year
in staff development for all teachers,

159

Average faurs ' — ‘Totgl Estingted

per Year ¥ Teacher Number of ° Hours pcrIYl;r in
Spent in Staff Dev. Teachers Staff Development
7,47 2,550 19,048
5.92 440 2,605
7.61 1,110 8,447
. 4,100 30,100
- (7.36) ‘
L]
v 1
!
- \ !
160
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TABLE 30.-- Combined School-Basad and District-Wide
Salsried Work Time Teachers Spent in Staff
Development During School Year .in the Riverview *

School District (In Hours) ;

Elem. Sch.
Teachers

Diltrict
Federal

» High School
Teachers

Total

Average*

" - District- .
Number Total Hours | School-Based Wide " Total Percentage
of Salaried Staff Staff Staff Staff
Teachers Work Time Development Development Development | Development
2,550 3,592,950 19,048 71,961 91,009 2.53%
440 619,960 2,605 16,910 19,515 3.15%
1,110 1,563,990 d 8,447 18,162 26,609 1.70%
2,100 $,776,900 30, 100 107,033 137,133
(2.37%)
¢
’ v
*Computed from total salaried work time and - .
total staff development time for all teachers.
\\‘\\
\ ~.
1%y
-
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ranhs—-a-r-;.--'rdui-s&grhdmwork—’!’im——Tcachc;l—Spmt»-%h—-—-“—-——»'——----w—--— -~—-'—-—-—-,~‘>—-.-~—--—--—--='-'-"------~ _ : e
Staff Development During the School Year in the - ' St : \ .
. Riverview School District , o \, | e
\ " Percentage Time . AGtragc Hours ' . , - Total Bstimated
”f , f +in Staff Development Hours in per year a Teacher Number of Hours per year in
i - from Sampled Schools’ School Year Spent in Staff Dev.. .Teachers Staff Development
Elem. Sch, |
. Teachers : . _ :
“District , 2,53% 1409 35.65 C 2,550 . 91,009
Federal - 3.15% 1409 44 .38 . 440 19,515
‘High ScAool ‘ ] oo _ |
Teachers 1.70% ; 1409 23.95 S 1,110 26,609
Total | | ‘ 4,100 137,133 '
o Averaje . (2.37X)* R (33.45%)**
! - , ' : .. -

-~ R . s
- > ‘ )
L] . . t (.
] ~ ' t .
’ » - .
*Computed in previous table. o - : L. - - s
**Bagsed on average percentage time in staff development . . _ : 7
for all teachers, BN .
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B TABLE.32 --Cost of Salari,d Work Time Teachers Spent 0
“in Staff quelopmen’ ng the School Year in the
Riverview School Di trigt
RN rv\""‘ N
- ’ ' ‘ ' : . ;: B
. Teacherl' C Percentage ' f L
% Salaries Time in ) Cost of. . -7~
- and o Staff g . Staff . o
. Benefits ' Development ' Dcvelopﬁentu;;;‘ ’
Elem. s‘chS“' | yad
Teachers . '. : :
District 838,300,000 o 2.53% ' $ 969,000 |
Federal 6,762,000 '3.152% 213,000
‘ High School o . :
" Teachers $18,235,000 - 1.70% - . 310,000
Total - - $63,297,000 : _ $ 1,492,000
v, - ¥ - , 1 6;4 :
v “ >




----- : TABL3;33»-Totll;8¢la:iodquzkwTiad—$o¢ch|=su890ht;in_w—mim;mn___mwm“_;;mm—_mmwmnummlmwmmw-_mmmmw —

School~Based Staff Development During the School ﬂ. '
Year in the Union School District _ ' L -

-

Percentage Time : Avoragi Hours - Total Estimated

in Staff Development Hodrs in - pexr Year a Teacher Number of Hours per Year in
from Sampled Schools School Year Spent. in Staff Dev. Teachers Staff Development
Elem, Sch.
Teachers
District 4.27% 1470 33.37 1,800 60,066
Federal * 2.22% 1470 32.63 160 ' 5,221
. Junior High | "ﬂig "
Sch. Teachers % _
Distfict 2.38% ¢ 1470 34.99 850 29,742
- Amderal 3.33% . 1470 48.95 . J I 2,448
& Seniotr High . .
N Sch. Teachers : A .
District . 2,44% ‘ 1470 35.87 1,090 39,096
Alternative
Sch. Teachers : P : . o
District 11.422 1470.-, 167.87 " 70 11,751
Federal ) 11.41% : X 1470 | 167.73 10 . 1,677
Special Sch.
Teachers ‘
District, 3.37% 1470 49.54 0 ., 3,468
Career Sch.,
Teachers .
District 5.33% 1470 | 78.35 100 7,835
 Total | ’ ; 4,200 161,304
: 71_1‘;?3 Average* (2.61%) _ (38.41)
. o _

186

_ -*Combuted from the total estimated hours per ye;rs in sﬁaff d’velopmant for all teachars.



TABLE 34,--8alaried Work Time Teachers Spent in,
«+ 8chool-Based Staff Development During School
‘Year by Funding Bource in the Union School District i T ' LTS

kg . -Toial Hours- School -Based ; Percentage-

Teachers' Funding . Number of Salaried . Staff - Staff
Source Teachers Work Time Development Dcvcloymcﬁ
District ~ 3,980 5,850,600 . 151,958 2,60%
Federal 220 323,400 . 9y, 346 , 2.892
Total 4,200 6,174,000 161, 304 .
Average* (2.61%)
N\
| ) & | ’

*Cpmputed from total houygs salaried work time and
total staff development hqurs for all teachers.




TABLE 35.~-Combined School-Basad and District-Wide
S8alaried Work Time Teachers Spent in Staff
Development During School Year (In Hours) by

Funding Source in the Union School District ' : S - ‘
- - District- -
. Teachers' ‘Number Total Hours | School-Based Wide Total Percentage’
, b Funding of Salaried Staff Staff - Staff Staff
Source Teachers Work Time | Development Development Development | Development
District 3,980 5,850,600 152,958 14,945 166,904 2.85%
T T Federal | 720 T 323,400 9,346 15,568 24,914 IR0} S
Total 4,200 6,174,000 161, 304 4 30,513 191,818
Average* ' o (3.11X)
~ ‘

*Computed from total salaried work time and totgl staff L
development time for all teachers. : I ‘

ifb.
Ve
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.§ TABLE 36.~--Total Salaried vbrk'Tiﬁ; Teachers Spent
. in Staff Development During School Ycar in the )
Union School District . S
¥ ‘ . ' .

Average Hours

-~

Teachers'  Percentage Time ‘ " per Year a |
Funding in Staff 7 Hours ix . Teacher Spent Number of
Source Developinent -School Year in Staff Dev. Teachers
District 2.85% ‘ 1470  ° 41.90 3,980
Federal 7.70% 1670 113.19 | 220
“Total ’ | 4,200
Average (3.11%)* . (45.67)**
v'. , -
»
N
N | 4

*Computed in previous table,
**Based on average percentage time in staff development
for .41l teachers. . 7

€
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TABLE 37.--Cost of Salaried Work fime Teachers | : . i
Spent in Staff Development During Sche:i Year ‘ ="
"~ in the Union School District .
NN : Teachers Salaries ’ Percentage Time Cost of
Funding Sources and Benefits . : . in _Staff Dev't, ‘Staff Dev't,
District $68,700,000 .- ; 2,85% X $1,959,000
_ Federal - 3,505,000 7.70% .- 270,000
Total * . _, $72,205,000 - ‘ §2,229,000
4 /'..
.
|
-~ ‘(") ‘
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TABLE 38.--Teachers' Salary Schedule
for the Seaside School District

CLASS A CLASS B CLASS C CLASS D CLASS E CLASS F
BA PLUS
60 SEM. HOURS
"BA PLUS OR BA PLUS BA PLUS BA PLUS
BACHELOR'S BA PLUS 36 SEM, HOURS | 54 SEM, HOURS | 72 SEM, HOURS | 90 SEM. HOURS
. DEGREE 18 SEM. HOURS OR MA WITH MA WITH MA WITH MA
STEP Anount No. Amount  No. Amount No. Amount No, | Amount No. [Amount No.
1 $ 9443 21 | $10087 41 | 810671 28 | $11284 1 | $11898 1 |$12512 1
2 9821 25 10433 35 11048 79 11662 15 12276 1 | 12890
3 10214 15 10827 42 11441 52 12055 12 12669 3 | 13283 1
4 10622 14 11236 25 11850 73 12464 3l 13078 8 | 13691 3
5 11047 9 11661 36 12275 105 12889 55 13503 6 | 14116 7
6 11489 15 12103 32 12717 126 13331 74 13944 20 | 14558 19
7 11949 8 12563 . 26 13177 123 13791 91 146406 17 [ 15018 -
8 12427 7 13041 31 13655 93 14268 7 14882 17 | 15496 43
9 12924 11 13537 23 14151 - 68 14765 72 15379 4 | 15993 . 44
10 13640 - 43 | ,14054 2) 14668 71 15282, 82. | 15895 26 | 16509 49
11 . 14591 131 15205 62 15819 56 16432 17 | 17047 64
12 157646 439 | 16378 56 16992 18 | 17606 53
13 - 16960 816 17574 24 | 18187 62
14 | ¥ | 18178 138 | 18792 127
15 | ,’,/ 19420 1299
Pos“ions_)i>(3.ll) 168 - | (B.1%) 445 (26.17) 1319 (26.1%) 1432 (5.7%) 310 | (32.9%) 1803

171
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TABLE 39~-Teachars' Salary Schedule
for the Riverview School District

- g . Master's Plus -

R | Bachilor'a.Deﬁrcex Mnnter'u.Degree 30 sem. hra. ..  Ph.D. Degres
1 $9,250 25 $ 10,250 1 $ 11,250 0 $12,250 0
2 9,750 393 10,750 33 1,750 7 12,750 1
3 lw2s0  m9 |20 31 12,20 3 o135 o
4 10,750 110 11,750 27 12,750 6 13,750 0
5 11,250  “* 165 12,250 93 13,250 9 14,250 1
6 11,750 200 12,750 81 13,750 22 14,850 1
7 12,250 278 " 13,250 75 14,250 10 15,350 1
8 12,750 157 13,750 83 14,850 22 15,850 2
<29 13,250 82 14,250  \ 47 15,350 . 22 16,350 0
10 |13,750 . 149 | 14,850 69 15,850 . 16 | 16,850 40
1] 14,250 66 15,350 72 16,350 18 17,350 1
-2 14,850 . 64 - 14,850 20 . 16,850 19 . 17;850_ | i
13 . 115,350 71 16,3% 29 17,350 9 - 18,350 1
PR 15,850 52 16,850 73 ‘| 17,850 25 | 18,850 1
15 16,350 348 | 17,350 272 18,350 219 - | 19,350 11
Total '(si,éz) “?53575“ | @7.0m 1006 ."(11.21) 417 (0.6%) 21 .
v . ]
‘ 173 :
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TABLE 60.—-Tcachcr|5 Salary Schedule for
the Union School District

A

<174~

Bachelor's Bachelor's Plus Master's Master's Plus  Ph.D,
Degree 15 sem. Hrs. Degres 30 sem. Hrs. Degree
STEP ~ AMOUNT  NO. | AMOUNT  NO. |AMOUNT- NO. |AMOUNT _ NO. | AMOUNT  NO.
1 - [$10,418 140 | $10,720 37 |$11,554 T $11,772 - 2 (812,533  --
2 10,835 82 | 11,147 28 | 12,012 11 | 12,252 1 | 13,033 -
3 11,272 80 11,595 40 | 12,491 13 12,741 2 13,554 o -=
o6 |20 9w | 12,056 a1 |1z 28 |32m 1 [ 14,00 2
5 l{2,189 108 12,543 52 | 13,512 40 | 13,773 7 .lb,658 1
6 12,679 . 137 13,043 70 | 14,054 70 14,325 6 | 15,242 -1
7 13,179 126 13,564 72 | 14,616 105 14,898 10 | 15,856  --
8 13,710 95 .| 14,106 _ 53 | 15,200 67 15,502 7 | 16,492  --
9 14,262 108 14,669 46 | 15,804 116 16,Jl7w 6 | 17,148 3
10 14,825 78 | 15,252 56 | 16,440 115 16,763 8 | 17,83  --
11 15,419 80 15,867 40 | 17,096 97 17,429 12 | 18,544 2
12 16,044 = 47 16,502 35 | 17,784 76 p8,127 10 | 19,284 -t
13 16,679 58 17,158 . 45 | 18,492 66, | 18,857 14 20,065 1
14 17, 346 45 17,846 49 | 19,232 62 19,607 15 20,857 3
15 -18,0&6 387 18,505 334 | 20,003 479 20,398 . 99 | 21,701 9
Total (39.2%) 1,665 | (23.5%) 998 (32.1%) 1,367 | (4.7%). 200 | (0.5%) 22
|
L el , |



 TABLE 41.--Total Staff Dcvelopmégz-Coato'for the ! o - t\ | p ’
Seaside School District by Funding Sourcc _ \ T , v
(In Thouoando of Dollars) : , : .
_ , pCcneral ' Federal . " Other . .. ' ‘
District Staff } Funds Pergentage Funds =~ Percentage Funds fgfccnxggg Total Percertage

Salaries & Benefits § 1,542 16.5% $ 53 0.6% $ 43 . 0.5% - [$ 1,638 17.5%

School Admiﬁistratdrs

Salaries & Benefits 484+ 5.2% - 0.0% - - 0.0% 484 5.2%
Teachers ‘ ' | : _ ‘
Salaries & Benefits 5,451 58.2% 232 2.5% ' 116 1.2% 5,799 61.9%
Instructional Aides , R | . \
Salaries & Benefits - 0.0% C49 0.5% 48 0.5% 97 '1.0%
1, . Consultant Fees 3 43 0.5% .- 24 0.3% 91 1.0 | 158 1.7%
7 Substitute Costs 75 0.8% 41 0.1 iy 0.4% 157 1.7%
Teacher Stipends - o;oz Y 031 - 0.0% | 27 0.3%
sabbaticals 86 0.9% - 0.0 o 0. 0% - 86 0.9
Salary Increases 870 9.3% - 0.0% - 0.0% 870 . 9.3%
Other Direct Costs 44 0.52 4 | 0.1% 4 0.1% 52 0.6
Total Staff ST — \ '. |
Devglopment Costs $ 8,595 91.7% $ 439_ : &.6; $ 343 3.7% 8 95%?8 100.0%

h
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TABLE 43,-<Total Staff Development Costs for ‘ - . . v T K
the Union School District by Funding Source ‘ .
In Thousands of Dollars) e
~ ) . N ’ T .{ . . .

*General- Faderal - _Other | ot -
qiitrict Staff -Funds Percentage Fundg Pergentage Funds Percentage /' Total Percentage
 Balaries & Benefits $ 972 23.9% - $§ 66 1.6% $ 1,064 Zé.lz
School Administrators : ; ~

Salaries & Benefits 193 4.7% ° - 0.0% 193 4.7%
Teachers . | _ ' \
Salaries & Benefits 1,87 46,11 v 270 5.6% 85  2.1% 2,229 - 54.8%
In;tructional Aldes ' L \ ) A a r
Salgries & Benefits .8 0.12 . 13 0.3% 67 lex 86 . 2.1%
Consultant. Fees - 10 0.2% 34 0.8% .4 0ax | 487 l.x
~ Substitute Costs 37 0.9% 30 0.7% 7 o2x AT 1 ‘1.8’3@
Teacher Stipends 19 . 0.5% * 1 0. 0% 7 0.2% T2 0T
| - R A
Sabbaticals 138 L 3.4% - 0.0% .- 0.0x 138 3.4%
- iary Increases 199 4,.9% - 0.0 ., . - 0.0% 199 4.,9%
. CL £ - . M - .'.'(:- )
er Direct Costs .« 11 . 0.3y - " 0.0% - 0.0% ' 11+ 0.3%
. - . . ‘ - e | o
. Total Staff » T3 bg : . & g -
Development Costs $:3,459 5.0% 8 414 10.2% - $ 196 L, 4,82 $ 4,069 100,0% .
. : [N . ) . “ . - . . ,_ B | ‘_‘ \ . -
« A ¢ . . \. ) -
] ' > ’
LN ¢ \ \
. . . . . .
" , , T R B2
t\".}-u' ! \d LI . l « <5
A \ { Fal ) » . » *
. » _ -
N ' * ' . s
. ,.' ) , ¢ . ‘



TABLE 44,--Staff Development Costs in the
General Fynds of the Three School Districts
(In'Thousands of Dollars)

-

. ‘ oA
Seaside iverview Union *
School " hool ' School '
District Percentage -Dist;ict . Pergentage District * Percentage
District Staff ) ‘
Salaries & Benefits $ 1,542 C17.9% 21.2% $ 972 28.1X
School Administrators _ : : )
Salaries & Benefits 484 5.6% 4,42 193 , 5.6%
Teachers : , .
Salaries & Benefits 5,451 63.4% a 1,279 49,8% . 1,874 54,2%
\ Instructional Aides . ‘ __ ' |
ay Salaries & Benefits T _ . 0.0% 7. 0.3% 6 0.2%
Consultant Fees . 43 0.5% hE 0.0% 10 - 0.3%X
' ' 3 - A - ‘
Substitute Cosfs_f . ' 75 - . 0.9% .57 ‘ 2.2% 37 S 1.1%
Teacher Stipends . ° - 0.0%- 168 - 6.5% 19 sy
) Sabbaticals T T 86 10X - . 158 - 6.2x 138 4.0%
Salary IncC;aaes_ - o -~ 810 o 10.13 205 8.0% | , 199 .o 5.8%
. Other Direct Costs Weoo o 0.5% SRV Lax 11 0.3%
R \ S . . o o
= Total Staff , - - ; © _ . :
.Development Costs ¢ $ 8,595 L 100.0%. - $ 2,567 . - 100.0% S 3,459 100.0%
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TABLE 45.-- Staff Doyilopmcnt Costs in thd

Federal Fundy of the Three School Districts

(In Thousands of Dollars)

-

} ‘Seaaide
E School
District Percentage
District Staff

Salaries & Benefits S 53 1203
School Administrators

Salaries & Benefits N T 0.0%

~ Teachers ..

Salaries & Benefits 232 54.0%
Instructional Aides :

Salaries & Benefits 49 11.4%
Consultant Fees : 24 5.6%
‘Substitute Costs 61 9.5% -
Teacher Stipends . Y, 6.3%.
Sabbaéicals : . ;— 0.0%

. N V
Salary Increasesr . ~ - - - 0.0%
~Other Difect|Costs . 4 0.9
. i ‘ )
Total Staff _ ’
‘Development Costs § 430 — 100.0%
181 -

T Y Y A S
T A
// L
o/ .
Riverview  “.Union
- School : School
District - - Percentage - District
s 794 45.7% $ 66
- 0.0% -
213 12.3% 270
36 2.1 13
163 o 9.4% 34
2 . 1ax 30
. 375 . 21.6% 1
- 0.0% -
- - 0.0% -
131 7.5% -
$1,736 100.0%

$ 414

%

Percentage
)

15.9%
0.0%
. 65.2%

3.12.
8.2%
7.3%
< 0.2%
0.0%
0.0%

0.0%X

100.0%



/
y TABLE 46,--Staff Developrtent Costs in the i ) , '
: Other Funds of the THree School Districts ! : . -
(In Thousands of Dollars) ‘ ) '
5 ’ Q
- ) . /
Seaside . ‘ Riverview Union
School ' ) School : School
- District Percentage District Percentage - District Percentage
District Staff. - ) ‘ | L -
o Salaries & Benefits § 43 12, 5% S 168 55.3% $ 26 ’ 13, 3%
* School Administrators s’ :
Salaries & Benefits - 0.0% - 0. 0% - 0.0% -
" Teachers ' .
Sbalaries & Benefits 116 33.8% e L - 0.0% 85 o 43.4%
L Instructional Aides ' _ . .
S Salaries & Benefits .48 14.0% - 0.0% 67 34,2%
O . : . .
| ; . |
Consultant Fees 91 : 26.5% 49 16.1% 4 . 2.0%
Substitute Costs 41 12.0% : B 51 16.8% 7 3.6%
~ Teacher Stipends 1t e 0.0% 29 9.5% 7 3.6%
Sabbaticals - . 0.0% - 0.0% - 0.0%
. N \ N N
Salary Increases _ - 0.0% - ' 0.0% . -, 0.0%
Other Direct Costs: 4 R W) 7 2.3% , - 0.0%
. l . '. ) e —————————Y
Total Staff . : '
Development Costs $ 343 100.0% $ 304 100.0% - $ 196 100.0%-
194 ‘ ’
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APPENDIX B

INITIAL INTERVIEW FOR EXPLORING THE NATURE OF STAFF
DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES
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B-5.

B-6.

B-7

B_8.

Initial Interviev for Exploring the Nature of
gtaff Development Activities ‘

L
. 4

What is your name and position with the school district?! What are
Your present responsidbilities in the school district?

What previoua responsibilities have you had in the school districbH?

We want to understand as vell as possible how the school district is

organized from the central office down to the achool level Using

school district and exp}ain how things are organized?

Taking the school district overall, vhat areé some of the key external
groups-and organizations that exert an important influence on the way
it operates? (Ask about- local or city-wide parents' or citizens'’
organizations;. the teathers' organization, state government, univer-
sities with which tho district works closely. ) ‘

In the last five yeara,'vhat are some major events that have had an
important. . impact on the:directfon of the school distriet? (Probe
such evept& o5 the replacetht of key personnel, ‘#trikes, financial
crises, shiftavof teachers and: students for desegregation, etc. )

° . AP N Q .v:. ;
What are thc major cﬂassifica&ibns of personnel in the school dis— .
trict,-either for salary schedule,: qu qualification to: ‘carry out. '
various jobs, or for other purposes?: Wt doguments are available
that describe cenitral office classifftatddhs7 (Am-ynferstanding- of
this system will be generally helpful in ﬂndenﬂten tng, organizational
procedures that Lnfluence the nature of.st&ff developmtnt and its
costs. ) ! cerfee

-~ ".° >y a, 4 o° .. .
; i e o
N ) °

Refer to Appendix D (which 1ists some typical stnff development - ry.
‘activities) and to the school Adistrict organizational chart. 1“
Review the departments within the central office (or other admin- _
istrative offices above the building level); describe any activi-

ties that are initiated by any of these departments that might fit

our definition of staff develophent Who should be interviewed to

obtain. information about each type of activity identified? (Also

a8k whether there are any documenxs that might help you understand

either the nature of district- initiated staff development activitiespor
their costs.)

Refer to Appendix D (which lists some typical staff development
activities) and to the school district organizational chart.
Review the staff development activities initiated at the school

dbuilding level that might fit our definition of staff development

What persons might be interviewed tp find out more about each
area of activity identified? (As part of the questioning about
staff development at the building level, ask whether thére are
any documents that might help us understand either the nature of
school-initiated staff development activities or their costs. )

JEIN

-183- -



B-9. To find out more about staff development activities at the school
building leveél we are going to be visiting a sample of schools.
We want to choose schools that have a variety ol different staff-
developnent activities and that are representative of the district
as a vhole., Several factors might be considered in grouping schoolsy:-.
‘ from vhich to sample: the extent of specially funded state or
- federal government programs, the initiative taken by the building
princ¢ipal in settying up starf development experiences, the various
type of schools (elementary, secondary, magnet, special education,
vocational, etc.), and any special circumstances that might affect
staff development activity (creation of new schools, change of

-

-mwmmmwé-~~-mwm—nprincipaln; staff transfer- for-racial balance, etc. ).

a. What might be the important factors vhich should be Y
considered in grouping the achools from vhich to’
~ drav our 'samples? -

b. What‘documents or information sources exist to help
us to group or categorize the schools in these yays?
For instance: a directory of schools with location
and principal's name, enrollment and staffing rigdres
for each school, lists of special programs (e.g.,

. Title I) by school. . T

B-10. We are jinterested in understanding the system by vhich teachers at
the building level receive salary increases for completing educa-
tional courses, either those offered externally or those offered .
_within the school system. Who should be interviewed to help us
“understand thidg system more fuily and to get statistical irfforma-
tion sbout the rate at which credits are being accumulated, the
number of persons receiving increases, etc.? : - ¢

B-11. Considering the type ‘of cost informatjion we are trying te gather,
_what people, budget documents, expenditure summaries, etc. are
ybu aware of that would help us? Are there program people who

. kdep their own financial records who might be helpful to us? 7| *

M)
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, .APPENDIX C

INITIAL INTERVIEW CONCERNING THE SCHOOL DISTR
FINANCIAL SYSTEM
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C-1.

-

c-2.

C-3.

C-h.

C-5.

c-6.

C-T.

- ¢-8.

Initial Intervipw Concerningﬁthe 8chool District'l

Financiel Systen

Whet is your name and position in the school district? What are your
preséent re:ponsibilities within the school district? ) .

What previous responsidilities have you had within the school district?
What are the various departments and individuals who have responsibiri—

~ties related to Tinancial matters in the school district? VWhat dé’ they
do?

Review the following:

<

a. The purposes of the study as described in Appendix D.

b. The types of.financial information that we would like tof .
have available. ‘ ' ' ’

c. The types of Tinenciel arialyses that we want to conduct.

(Given what you are trying to accomplish determine vhat types of finan-
cial dbudgets and statements the school district maintains that might
provide you with the information ybu need.)

What specific documents will help us carry out the study? What pro--
blems do you see in terms of differences between the information!de

need and what is available?

We want to pick a twelve-month .period to study in the cost analysis
for which complete financial data are available. Generally, the most
recent completed fiscal year ig best, What do you suggest?

-

Who else in the district would know about financial information that is

available amd would be able to help us get the data we need? Who is
in charge of each specific fund? . , ~ -~
From your knowledge of the district what types of activities are going .

on that would fit.our definition of staff development? Who would know .

more about the activities you ve identified?

In the financial budgets and the end-of-thelyear statements, where ,would
we find the following expenses? Are they separate object codes in the
budget or parts of other object codes? _ _ .

&. Sabbaticals ‘- | e
b. Substithte teachers used to provide releaSe time for
‘inservice or staff development 5

c. Conference costs



L o . "m
’ . . o ‘- o
4. Travel for staff development
o~ : ' §
e. B8tipends to teachers for wvorkshops
f. Tqition feimﬁuraemcnt:‘to teachers ) | - ' KL
g. Consultants leading staff development activities
h. The individual salaries of d}atrigt staff wvho are staff deveiOpment ’
' leaders
i. Costs of training materials e e
J. Subtotals of salaries for_different\types of personnel (elementarj/
secondary teachers, building administrators, aldes)
X. Fringe benefits
. / . - r 4
’ ot \ /_..
!
_ #
\ . c‘(\:.}\\‘ o +3 ",‘
33 }
N \ ™ il
‘ )
' . . ; {
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¢
" gggg;nggng STAFY DEVELOPNENT .

.
l

We are cerryin; out a etudy or teecher~lttfr developnenb in thio

echool dietrict. w!x§>l 1ntereeted in 1dent1fy1n¢ the veriety of
“activities {n the dietriét thet might de considered staff development,«
in understindih; hovthey‘vork.(?nd in estimating their costs in terms

of time end _money,

: ‘_..___...__. e e e R . R R (

We are focusing our study on thpee activities ﬁhtt took plece during

the last complete f;lcel year in the dietrict e );;
by 4

ST T our working definition of teacher staff develqnment is as follows:

\

any activity on the district or schoel building 1evel that is intended,

\ pertl;\or primerily to prepare teechere for . inproved performance in
present or poesible future .roles in the school. dietrict.

| Below are some types of staff development uctivitiee that we heve
encountered in other schools diatricts and lome specif&c exemplel of
each type of activity. These should be ueeful in ltimulating your
thinking .o’ that you can help ‘i 1dentify ltaff development activitiel

. "in the school district: ; . . " .
° Receiving on-the-jodb edvice and reedbadk
' Such as -- advisory assistance giyen to teachers in tHe classroom.
k . -- feedback to teachers on their performance, as in th9/~\
school's staff evaluation precess.
’ '
! ‘ e Participating as a 1ee§ner in Qtfuctured experiences outside of
' " the context of regular job duties.
Such as —- workshops, seminars, course, inservice sessions
P (including single meéetings or series of meetings).
: —- professional meetings and conventions.
'
e Sharipg'and analyeing problems and ideas with peers.
Such as -- regular staff or {department meetings.
-~ committee work that involves staff development

e Observing the job hctivities of others.
Such as.-- visits by teachers to other claserooms, sqhoole,
. or pro;rems




$

~.

M

---------- o—Beeking 1n£ermation to-improve-onels akills and. kxnowledge. .-

“1nvolvo sta
. Such asg --

dov.lopmont.

rotating departmeny

2ot o .give-pecple-s- chance
bcin; freed fron to;chin;.

ehnirmnﬂhhip designed to - SR
_explore nevw 160:: by S e

. o Bystematically plar
Such as --'jJoint .

-- planning a n

~—4pilot teachi

ng lnd/or trying out! & nev approsch. ' o s
ning or colladoration on a special project. - S
urriculus. . . ’ N

nev coursey, ‘ . L
Ouch as -- research conducted in the school or community. i
| 3 -~ formally-gupported sabdbaticals. o -’.\
' -~ released time to vilit a teachers' eonter.. xg{ o
’ A ! \ S

)

B

y' Interning in a Job primarily to deyelop new skilll.

For esch specific activity ve identify, ve are 1nterelted 1n obtnining ‘v:.

the ansvers to the following questionl. _ - L

DAL Jnt is ‘a good phrase to briefly delcritt this activity?

D-2. What people are involved in it as "leaders™ and as "learners"? ‘ﬁin g
D-3, How is the activity planned apd how ﬁuch me is:involved? )
{Lh; How is thé activity carrfedi@ut and how much tinme 1: invélved{ .
h D-5. What types of funds support the Jleaders and learnqu in this
tctivity? Is there any speclal funding involved?
. L d W

D-6. Are teachers released from classes to participate in this

activityy " If so, how are classes covered?
D-T. Are there any direct costs associated with this activity?




Routines Entailing Staff Deyelopment

ceg e - .. PN .- P [ R -

At

_ e PR o . o
Thoghsndout on the procoding pago.contcins a gon'rnl.lilt of qucltionl )

thax you want, intorvicw.on to ansver 1nﬁgfncr1bin¢ ufooif%c staff dovclop—

¢

menfkroutinos. Bclow. ve prouont (Y morﬁ dotuilod lilt of quoltiono thnx

ydt -hould be tblo to ansver as a rcsult of an interview. Oftcn, 1nter-

-vieweaq will ;upply tho answver to th, d.tuilod questions in response to
a gonqral quection or providc aquvorl to ono queitipn vhen you ask unothcr. ' j

0} ¢ couxle, you need not repeat questions that have alrbady been tnnvorod.

You should also be certuin that by the end of the interview you have

/ .
obtained ansvera to all of the detalled questions.
: ) ) S a ‘
< D-1. What is a good phraso to bricfly d;icribaﬁ%hil uctivity?
D-2, What people are ‘tnvolved in this tctivity as "leaderl and
.. "learners"? . .
a. Who are the people (by name or position) thaf play a part o
. . ‘ as "leaders" in setting up or carrying cut this activity? S
R ' What is their particulnr part in the activity? _ . R
: b. Who are the people who are 1nvolved 1n the activity as
"learners"? How marty of them are therql _
‘y "D-3. How is the activity plunned and hov much tépe is involvedt.
- a. What is the purpose of the ;ctiw}ityt-
., b. Think about the following categories of people and
dEscribe any lmpartant role that they have in planning
N and decision-making. S
e cladgified personnel
e clagagpoom teachers
. : : , ® pro fonal specialists at the : ‘ ‘ .
vy , - ~ "building level
AN ' e building administrators )
SN L , . e central office program specialists. | ﬁ
T~ . ¢ other central office professional staff S
- e pardnts
e  students
e others _ _ ’
4 ¥ \ . . .
. - A . . ) . ' -
: 0. : N : : -193- 19 ‘ ‘




he C.

D, Hov is the activity carried out and hov much time t,-._i_m_l'v-_d? s

""'naw much timg' 4o each of the people involved {n plmninl &

expluining the study): L

e

lpend on it? ZProde for examples, o

‘What do the leaders and learners actueli§_do in these

sessions? Descride some specific times vhen 1t vas
cnrried but,

Does the activity make- eny eignificent use of the folloving
types of methods (which are el;eedy 1isted in the handout .

° receivin( on-the-Jjob. advice and feedback “
» participating s a learner in structured |
: experiencel vutside the context of
“regular Job duties .

e sharing and analyezing problemn and ideas )

with peers
observing the job actiVities of others :
& teaching other staff or supervising other
staff in wvays that involve staff develop-,
ment

e systematically planning end/or trying out - ‘ .

& new approach ,

o seeking information to 1mprove one's skilll
and knowledge ‘ _ ,

e ,interning in a Jodb primarily to devplop hew : e
skilla : .

Probe for examplcl of methods that are frequently used or
vere Judged especially effective. N

How many "sessions” of this activity are carried out during ®

a week? During & year?! How long is each session?
» -

At vhat time of the day are these sessions held? Is that

before, during, or after the regular school day?!

Were any activitieq held during the summer?

D -5, " What types of fundp support the leaders and learners in this -
tCtiVit}" . ..

Q.

.thete funds come from?

From ‘what source are the 1eaders.pa1d their regular aelariee?

.Include district, federal, state or other special funds. _

Are 1eaders compensated above their regular salaries for
participating in any part of this activity? .Where do

\ ~

From whut sourcé are the learners paid their regular salaries?
Include Adistrict, federal, state, or other special funds.

\ ‘ ) ) \ " D '-. 1 ' {k
| -19%- 195 R



/ L4 :
.. 4. Is the time that learners spend on thipractivity considered
part of their regilar responsivilities, do they do iv .
. yoluntanily oytsife of regular responsibilitlies, or are
“thay paid specially: for 3t . If they are paid lpcciully,
~ vhat is the nnturo and source of this fundin(?

D-6. Are tuchcn relessed Xo- elunu to participato in this
aetivity? If »0, how the” classes covorod? |

a. Ir substitute tro involvod, vho cn.llu then in and from
what hmdl are they paid? . _ v

*—

“b. How many substitutes vere usell f‘or this p\irpou in the
lut ‘fiscal year? _

- -
\J

D-7 A_rc t_hero any direct costs auoclzliitéd‘ with this activity?

Be sure to ask about()'consulttnil, ti‘uining matetrials,

‘.
\ space rentals, travel expenses, and other direct costs.
" ’ . ) )
\
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E-1l. What is your name and present position’ in the lchodx-diqyriét?
- What kinds of responsidilities 4o ybu have presently? For ex-' - .
axple, hov have you spent your time in thc last rnv veeks? )
. 7‘ B-2. What previous rolponlibilitics have you hnd in thc achool ais-~ =
- trict? ' , ‘

E-3. (Refer to the organizational chart.) How db yoﬁr.prdlent ﬁbsi;
tion and rclponlibilitiel relate to others in your deptrtmont .
e e e QX divi L 1= - Y U .»..,\.,_.._._“.;

B-b. Look at the handout explaining the study, which 1ists some ex-
_ amples of typical staff development activities. (This handout
- is contained in Appendix D). Think of the staff development
' " activities like these that you are involved in or know about.
- ) . For each one, respond to Questions D-1 through D-7, listed in
- " the handout (The interviewer should probe by using the more
detajiled set of questions contained in the 1ant part of
Appendix D.)
B-5. Do you have any documents which describe any of these activi- _ T A
ties and/or include specific information we need? For instance, .
lists of workshops, number of participants.
_ B-6. Do you have your own budget or maintain your own financial re-
cords? How do they relate to the school district's budget
' statement and expenditure summary? For the fiscal year we are
/ studying, explain how your funds were spent. Which items or’
' parts of items were.spent on the staff development activitiesa
you described?
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.

-

‘-

.

-

-
*"
}

h




r"‘l .

R-k.

‘.
1

. examples of typical staff

: * * ' » !
» Y
\ &
Ihtifv:cv Format for School Btaff T
_ _ ) | l -
- What is your name and vhat are your present duties at the qchool?. LT

Hov long have you been at this school? What other positions :
have you held with the school district in this or other mchoolst

(Fof principals onli.) For the foilowing categories of people, ‘- oo
how many do you have on your staff and from what sources are, '
they paid? '

"“‘_” "él’i‘..room te“ch,r. Tt TorTmmT T T T '”_"T"'“”""' T T e e "'_"" - '“‘“"““""'"‘“‘77
b.  teacher sides ’

¢. administrators ' - ‘ .

4. special resource stafr, ‘such as counueloru._'

reading resource teachers, etc. ‘ ' . b

(For principaln only ) Of the staff you dolcribed are there
any who have responsibilities for tslisting tenchern?

Look at the handout explaiging tbe study;, which lists some
_ evelopment activities. (This; . ' o

handout is contained in Appendix D.) Think of the staff : g

development activities like these that you are involved in '

or know about. For each Qne, respond to Questionsp-1 - ' =

through D-T, listed in the handout.. (The interviewer should L ' *

probe by using the more detailed set of questiona contained

in the last part of Appendix D.) . \ /{
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“ ) . .
r 3 :

. \‘L . o . » * ’ -
D-§ Title of Activity . - o St
D-2, What peopla are involved in this activity as "Jeaders” and "learners
- V- | . . - .‘. . .
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